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The Proud Plaintiff: The Mattachine Society of Washington, the American Civil 
Liberties Union, and the Invention of Gay Pride, 1957-1969 
 
by Eric Cervini 
 
Histories of the early gay rights movement in America have aptly placed 
emphasis on the Mattachine Society of Washington (MSW), founded in 1961, and its 
founder, Frank Kameny. Told as part of broader social or political histories of the 
1960s “homophile” movement, these narratives often recognize the MSW’s 
ideological and tactical contributions to the fight against the federal government’s gay 
purges; indeed, the Society is most known for the first gay pickets of the White House 
and its militant slogan, “Gay is Good.” These histories, however, have overlooked a 
crucial component of the MSW’s story: its legal alliance with the American Civil 
Liberties Union. 
This dissertation relies on tens of thousands of pages of archived personal 
papers (belonging to Kameny, his fellow homophile activists, and ACLU attorneys), 
recently declassified legal transcripts and government documents, the ACLU’s own 
archives, dozens of audio recordings from the 1960s and 70s, and personal interviews 
with surviving MSW and ACLU members. 
Chapter One is a case study of Frank Kameny’s dismissal from federal 
employment, a result of his homosexuality, and his development as 1) a plaintiff 
 
suing the government and 2) an early gay activist. Kameny saw the two roles as 
identical, and he formed the MSW to fight the federal government in court. Chapter 
Two follows the early years of the Society and its efforts to ally with the National 
Capital Area Civil Liberties Union (NCACLU), formed within days of the MSW. 
Chapter Three examines a turning point in the relationship, when the NCACLU 
defended the MSW before Congress in 1963 and began to embrace gay rights as 
constitutional rights. Chapter Four traces the rise and fall of the MSW’s picketing 
campaign in relation to its legal fight and the deployment of respectability. Finally, 
Chapter Five examines the fall of the MSW and the rise of modern gay pride 
celebrations, concluding that the Society ceased to exist in 1969 not only because of 
post-Stonewall irrelevance, but also because the NCACLU absorbed the group’s 
raison d’être. 
I conclude that the greatest historical contribution of the MSW was its 
formulation and popularization of gay pride, first, as legal argument, and second, as a 
movement ideology to spur additional homosexual plaintiffs willing to sue the 
government. While previous histories emphasize Gay Liberation’s eclipse of the 
relatively conservative Society, this dissertation demonstrates that the MSW’s demise 
in fact represented the fulfilment of its effort to transform gay rights into a valid civil 
liberties issue. Today, as marginalized Americans and civil libertarians fight new 
legal battles against the federal government, this dissertation sheds light on how such 
struggles and alliances can shape minority groups, their ideologies, and their 
collective memories.  
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On an afternoon in February 1952, Dale Jennings exited a public restroom in a 
Los Angeles park and noticed a large, rough-looking man following him home. A 
witness saw the stranger forcefully enter Jennings’ front door, and Jennings soon 
found his hand being forced down the front of the man’s trousers. Seconds later, 
Jennings was in handcuffs. The man had been a police officer.1 The next evening, 
after Jennings posted bail, his fledgling group of homosexuals, a secretive 
organization known as the Mattachine Society, held an emergency meeting.2 Though 
most Los Angeles homosexuals quietly accepted charges arising from entrapment, the 
Mattachine decided to fight his case, using it to publicize and dramatize their 
oppression.3 
Jennings found a sympathetic heterosexual lawyer, and together, they 
 
1 Dale Jennings, “To Be Accused, Is To Be Guilty,” ONE, January 1, 1953, 12. 
 
2 The founder of the Mattachine Society, Communist actor Harry Hay, named his organization after a 
fifteenth-century French dance, les matassins, performed by a group of actors who criticized the 
immoral and the corrupt behind the comedy of their satire and the anonymity of their masks. See Max 
Harris, Sacred Folly: A New History of the Feast of Fools (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011), 
279; Enid Welsford, The Fool: His Social and Literary History (New York: Doubleday, 1961), 204; 
Stuart Timmons, The Trouble with Harry Hay: Founder of the Modern Gay Movement (Boston: 
Alyson, 1990), 177. 
 




developed a risky defense strategy. Jennings would admit his homosexuality, but he 
would deny engaging in lewd and lascivious conduct. The police officer, he would 
claim, was lying. The Mattachine circulated leaflets—“NOW Is The Time To Fight. 
The issue is CIVIL RIGHTS.”—in public restrooms and on park benches, at the gay 
beaches of Santa Monica, and in the gay-owned shops of West Hollywood.4 A beach 
party drew nearly five hundred attendees and raised more than $1000 for the case.5 
Yes, Dale Jennings was a homosexual, his attorney told the jury. But there 
was a difference between being a homosexual and engaging in lewd conduct. “The 
only true pervert in the courtroom,” he argued, “is the arresting officer.” After thirty-
six hours of deliberation, eleven out of twelve jurors voted to acquit Jennings. The 
judge dismissed the case, and the Mattachine declared victory.6 
Never before had an admitted homosexual walked away from a lewd conduct 
case in the state of California.7  Because of the case, the Mattachine exploded in size. 
Discussion groups multiplied across Southern California and into the Bay Area. 
Within months, there were nearly a hundred discussion groups and more than 2,000 
participants. One group created a magazine, and Dale Jennings became its first editor. 
ONE Magazine’s inaugural issue, released in January 1953, featured his case as its 
 
4 John D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities: The Making of a Homosexual Minority in the 
United States, 1940-1970 (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1983), 70. 
 
5 Dale Jennings, “To Be Accused, Is To Be Guilty,” ONE, January 1, 1953, 13; Timmons, The Trouble 
with Harry Hay, 167. 
 







cover story (and, on page six, a poem titled “Proud and Unashamed”).8  The magazine 
soon sold thousands of copies per month. Finally, there existed a gay rights 
movement, and it was militant, too.9 “The time will come when we will march down 
Hollywood Boulevard arm in arm, proclaiming our pride in our homosexuality,” 
proclaimed one Mattachine co-founder, Chuck Rowland, at the organization’s April 
1953 convention. “I say with pride, ‘I am a homosexual!’”10 
The prescient peroration was ahead of its time. Rumors circulated that the 
anonymous Mattachine founders were Communists, members demanded openness, 
and the next month, the founders saw no choice but to unmask themselves, resign, 
and restructure the Mattachine as a democratic organization.11 
As the story goes, a respectability-focused homophile movement replaced the 
Marxist-inspired militancy of the Mattachine, and Chuck Rowland’s vision of pride 
went dormant for fifteen years.12 This dissertation seeks to determine whether gay 
 
8 Jennings, “To Be Accused, Is To Be Guilty,” 12; Helen Ito, “Proud and Unashamed,” ONE, January 
1, 1953, 6. 
 
9 D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 71-72. 
 
10 Faderman, The Gay Revolution, 70. 
 
11 D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 80. 
 
12 As John D’Emilio put it in his seminal 1983 account of the homophile movement, “For almost 
twenty years that vision was lost, until a new generation of gay radicals built a liberation movement 
motivated by similar goals of pride, openness, and community.” This narrative of lost pride, to be 
discovered in the final years of the Sixties, has continued through more recent accounts, including 
Robert Self’s 2012 description of the significance of Gay Liberation: “Post-1968 gay activists, under 
the mantle of liberation, set forth a compelling project based on pride, power, sexual freedom, and the 
moral legitimacy of same-sex love. Gay is not just acceptable, they insisted. Gay is good. Far more 
than the Stonewall uprising or any other single event, this idea marked the boundary between the 
homophile politics of the 1960s and what many called the liberationist politics of the early 1970s.” See 
John D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 250; and Robert O. Self, All in the Family: The 
Realignment of American Democracy since the 1960s (New York: Hill and Wang, 2012), 220. 
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pride truly disappeared until, abruptly, it re-emerged in the zeitgeist of the late Sixties. 
It searches for articulations of pride in America’s courts, a forum largely overlooked 
by social historians. It examines whether, as the story of Dale Jennings’ case suggests, 
spectacles of defiant homosexuals served as radicalizing moments for the movement. 
By focusing on the legal alliance between a single homophile organization, the 
Mattachine Society of Washington (MSW), and a single civil liberties organization, 
the ACLU, this dissertation reevaluates the rise of gay pride, the deployment of 
respectability, and the decline of the homophile movement. 
At its core, this dissertation makes two broad claims of continuity. First, the 
Mattachine Society of Washington was, from day one, primarily a legal organization 
that responded to the discriminatory employment policies of the United States federal 
government. After the failed lawsuit of its founder, Frank Kameny, the Society 
systematically endeavored to recruit other plaintiffs to emulate his efforts. With the 
ACLU’s assistance, it was successful. The organization’s lobbying efforts, 
demonstrations, and other initiatives were secondary in importance to the court cases 
that the MSW sponsored and encouraged. Second, our contemporary conception of 
gay pride originated as an embedded legal argument in response to the logic of the 
federal government’s purges, and homophile activists consistently and increasingly 
deployed it as a political strategy throughout the 1960s. 
Each of these threads, however, interacted in unique ways with a rapidly-
changing decade. For one, as the ACLU adopted the homosexual’s cause, there no 
longer existed a perceived necessity for a legal organization dedicated to the cause of 
the homosexual. As such, the post-Stonewall demise of the MSW was a result of its 
 5 
success rather than a consequence of its failure, thus complicating our understanding 
of the homophile movement’s eclipse. And, finally, though the Society’s articulation 
of gay pride remained constant through the decade, the magnitude and purpose of its 
proclamations shifted from a contained, barely-visible legal argument to a widespread 
psychological antidote to the fear and sense of inferiority that had long delayed a 





The United States federal government began investigating homosexuals as 
early as 1919, when Assistant Secretary of the Navy Franklin Roosevelt received 
news of a “gang” of gay sailors in Newport, Rhode Island; seventeen men were court-
martialed for sodomy or scandalous behavior.13 During Roosevelt’s first two terms as 
president, homosexuality became more public and more dangerous. A series of high-
profile child murders triggered a national sex panic, and in 1937, The New York Times 
created a “Sex Crimes” category for its index.14 A decade later, though post-war 
 
13 The Newport purge was ahead of its time; the Republican-controlled Senate eventually admonished 
Roosevelt for using sailors “as participants in immoral practices for the purpose of obtaining 
evidence.” See Douglas M Charles, Hoover's War on Gays: Exposing the FBI's “Sex Deviates" 
Program (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2015), 13-17. 
 
14 Kathy Lee Peiss and Christina Simmons, Passion and Power: Sexuality in History (Philadelphia: 
Temple University Press, 1989), 139. See also Estelle Freedman, “‘Uncontrolled Desires’: The 





America was a more open place for gay men, homosexuality was thought to pose 
novel threats conjured by a political coalition that exploited the uncertainty of the new 
world order.15 While McCarthy exposed alleged Communists within the government, 
he and his allies, hoping to delegitimize the Truman Administration, simultaneously 
exposed homosexuals and sparked the “Panic on the Potomac,” or as historians now 
refer to it, the “Lavender Scare.”16 Three months after his inauguration, Eisenhower 
signed Executive Order 10450, which expanded the government's purging authority--
originally given to the State Department--to all federal agencies. Any employee who 
exhibited “criminal, infamous, dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful 
conduct, habitual use of intoxicants to excess, drug addiction, or sexual perversion” 
had no place in the federal bureaucracy.17 With a Republican in the White House, the 
purges became less of a spectacle and more of a quiet, well-oiled machine. 
Eisenhower boasted in his 1954 State of the Union that he had removed 2,200 
security risks in only a year.18 
Harry Hay, a struggling actor and committed Communist Party member in Los 
 
15 For the effects of World War II on the growth of the gay subculture in America, see D’Emilio, 
Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, and Allan Bérubé, Coming Out Under Fire: The History of Gay 
Men and Women in World War Two (New York: Free Press, 1990). 
 
16 For the most comprehensive account of the rise and maintenance of the federal government’s gay 
purges, see David K. Johnson, The Lavender Scare: The Cold War Persecution of Gays and Lesbians 
in the Federal Government (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004). See also Robert D. Dean, 
Imperial Brotherhood: Gender and the Making of Cold War Foreign Policy (Amherst: University of 
Massachusetts Press, 2001). 
 
17 Johnson, The Lavender Scare, 123. For the morality and national security justifications behind the 
purges, see Chapter 1. 
 




Angeles, founded America’s first homophile organization, the Mattachine Society, in 
response to the federal government’s gay purges.19 Despite Hay’s 1953 departure and 
the organization’s “retreat to respectability,” pockets of militancy continued to exist 
within the movement.20 For the next eight years, a small but growing number of 
independent organizations, some of which took the Mattachine name, increasingly 
rejected traditional homophile activism and the emphasis on social services, 
education, research, and outreach to professionals (e.g., psychiatrists and attorneys). 
Instead, in their efforts to end the gay purges, these groups turned to publicity, 
lobbying, demonstrations, and lawsuits.21 
The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), at first glance, appeared to be a 
logical ally to homophile activists. Founded in the 1920, the ACLU was the product 
of anti-war activism, an unpopular movement during World War I. Since then, its 
attorneys defended groups protected by the American Constitution yet rejected by 
public opinion, including the proponents of evolution in the Scopes trial, Japanese 
 
19 See Harry Hay and Will Roscoe, Radically Gay: Gay Liberation in the Words of its Founder 
(Boston: Beacon Press, 2001), 64-65; Timmons, The Trouble with Harry Hay, 151; D’Emilio, Sexual 
Politics, Sexual Communities, 75; and Johnson, The Lavender Scare, 169-170. 
 
20 The Mattachine’s “retreat to respectability,” the phrase of John D’Emilio, has been challenged in 
Martin Meeker’s reevaluation of the post-1953 Mattachine, which emphasizes the organization’s 
openness and social services operation. See D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 75, and 
Martin Meeker, “Behind the Mask of Respectability: Reconsidering the Mattachine Society and Male 
Homophile Practice, 1950s and 1960s,” Journal of the History of Sexuality, Vol. 10, No. 1 (January 
2001), 78-116. 
 
21 For accounts of the growing militancy of the homophile movement, see D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, 
Sexual Communities; Marc Stein, City of Sisterly and Brotherly Loves: Lesbian and Gay Philadelphia, 
1945- 1972 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000); Faderman, The Gay Revolution; Marcia M. 
Gallo, Different Daughters: A History of the Daughters of Bilitis and the Rise of the Lesbian Rights 




Americans in World War II, and, immediately after the war, the victims of anti-
Communism and McCarthyism.22 In 1941, responding to the Supreme Court’s 
expanding support of civil liberties, the Union hired its first permanent staff counsel 
(similarly, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
established its Legal Defense Fund in 1938). The Union turned to the amicus brief, 
once a neutral document, as a tool for public interest advocacy.23 By 1960, the ACLU 
had 52,000 members, seven staffed affiliate offices, and a legislative office in 
Washington.24 Yet, as this dissertation illustrates, the ACLU distanced itself from the 
civil liberties of homosexuals until the creation of a Washington affiliate in 1961.25 
Historians have not failed to recognize the importance of the ACLU in the 
1960s homophile movement.26 Indeed, in the past three decades, the study of pre-
Stonewall gay activism has grown into a rich, dynamic field of study.27 In 1983, John 
 
22 Samuel Walker, In Defense of American Liberties: A History of the ACLU (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1990), 3, 12. 
 
23 Ibid., 111-112. 
 
24 Ibid., 262. 
 
25 See Chapter One. 
 
26 See Johnson, The Lavender Scare, 190-192; Stein, Sexual Injustice, 159-162; D’Emilio, Sexual 
Politics, Sexual Communities, Chapter 11. 
 
27 Early literature on the homophile movement arose from outside an often-hostile academy. Jonathan 
Ned Katz described the academic atmosphere in the introduction of his 1976 book, Gay American 
History: "Only recently have the first two Ph.D. theses on homosexuality been permitted in the history 
and political science departments of American universities," he wrote. Gay American History, while 
relying on an impressive collection of primary sources dating from colonial times to modern day, was 
"significantly not a product of academia,” wrote Katz. Similarly writing from outside the academy of 
history, Toby Marotta published his 1978 Harvard government department dissertation, "The Politics 
of Homosexuality: Homophile and Early Gay Liberation Organizations in New York City," as a 
monograph in 1981. See Jonathan Katz, Gay American History: Lesbians and Gay Men in the U.S.A. 





D'Emilio published his foundational social history, Sexual Politics, Sexual 
Communities, which traced the formation of homosexual identity through the lens of 
political organization on a national scale. The homophile movement, D’Emilio 
argued, represented "a phase, albeit a decisive one, of a much longer historical 
process through which a group of men and women came into existence as a self-
conscious, cohesive minority."  D’Emilio found more continuity within the 
movement, specifically before and after the Stonewall riots of 1969, than was 
commonly assumed. Gay life was not solely characterized by "silence, invisibility, 
and isolation."28 Since then, other historians have adopted D'Emilio's national 
framework, his emphasis on identity formation, and his findings of militancy in the 
years before Stonewall.29 
 
28 As the 1960s came, D'Emilio argued, so did drastic social change and, therefore, opportunity for the 
homophile movement. As the sexual revolution accelerated and filmmakers, authors, and magazine 
editors became more willing to discuss homosexuality, the movement—which had previously focused 
on teaching homosexuals to assimilate into the dominant heterosexual culture—needed to "take 
advantage of the changing social climate, to transform an inchoate group consciousness composed of 
contradictory elements into a collective political force."  D'Emilio identified Frank Kameny as the 
activist who "spearheaded the new militancy in the gay movement," rejecting the medical model to 
argue, like the West Coast activists before him, that homosexuals constituted a minority group not 
unlike African Americans, who were successfully achieving legislative gains. D'Emilio traced the 
interstate activist communication networks that enabled this newfound militancy—represented by 
pickets and Congressional fights—to develop and eventually dominate the homophile movement. 
Though the number of activists remained small, American homosexuals as a general population "could 
not escape the awareness that for some sexual identity had become a political cause." See D'Emilio, 
Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 1, 148, 150, 246; Marc Stein, "Theoretical Politics, Local 
Communities: The Making of U.S. LGBT Historiography," GLQ 11 (4): 607. 
 
29 For instance, in 1991, Lillian Faderman traced how lesbianism became "socially constructed in order 
for women to be able to choose such a life," a process accelerated by American social and economic 
developments. See Lillian Faderman, Odd Girls and Twilight Lovers: A History of Lesbian Life in 
Twentieth-century America (New York: Columbia UP, 1991), 9. In 1994, Larry Gross traced 
communication channels among post-war homosexuals, concluding that they helped "foster solidarity 
and cultivate the emergence of a self-conscious community." See Larry P. Gross, Up from Invisibility: 
Lesbians, Gay Men, and the Media in America (New York: Columbia University Press, 2001), 19.  
Other recent works have similarly adopted D’Emilio’s national framework with added emphasis on the 
state and the law, a response to twenty-first century legal accomplishments. See Eric Marcus, Making 
Gay History: The Half-Century Fight for Lesbian and Gay Equal Rights (New York: Perennial, 2002); 
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For two decades, a growing number of historians strayed from D'Emilio's 
national lens to construct local histories, thus complicating his narrative of steadily-
growing political organization and consciousness. Elizabeth Kennedy and Madeline 
Davis, for instance, in their lesbian history of Buffalo, New York, explored the bar 
communities that were "equally important predecessors" to the national homophile 
movement.30 George Chauncey challenged "myths of isolation, invisibility, and 
internalization" that colored histories of the pre-World War II, pre-homophile "gay 
male world," illustrating a "highly visible, remarkably complex, and continually 
changing gay male world” in New York.31  Marc Stein fused Chauncey's local 
focus—shifting to the "forgotten big city" of Philadelphia—with D'Emilio's 
construction of a relationship between politics and identity to conclude that 
Philadelphia activists relied upon the conservative gender norms that prevailed in 
American society.32 
 
George Chauncey, Why Marriage?: The History Shaping Today's Debate over Gay Equality (New 
York: Basic Books, 2004); and Lillian Faderman, The Gay Revolution: The Story of the Struggle (New 
York: Simon & Schuster, 2015). 
 
30 Elizabeth Lapovsky Kennedy and Madeline D. Davis, Boots of Leather, Slippers of Gold: The 
History of a Lesbian Community (New York: Routledge, 1993), 2. 
 
31 While D’Emilio emphasized the importance of World War II, Chauncey highlighted World War I; 
though "a generation of men constructed gay identities and communities during [World War II]," this 
fact did "not in itself demonstrate that that the war generation was the first generation to do so." See 
George Chauncey, Gay New York: Gender, Urban Culture, and the Makings of the Gay Male World, 
1890-1940 (New York: Basic, 1994), 1-2, 11. 
 
32 Stein further complicated D'Emilio's community-politics dynamic by differentiating between 
everyday resistance (e.g., “claiming space in bars, using coding language, and hiding from public 
scrutiny”) and organized activism. Additionally, he added complexity to the movement’s “retreat to 
respectability” by distinguishing the "favored heterosocial respectability" of the early 1960s, which 
solely stressed gender conformity, and the "militant respectability" of the mid-1960s, which included 
gender conformity and direct action. See Stein, City of Sisterly and Brotherly Loves, 10-11, 17, 226. 
For other local narratives that add nuance to D’Emilio’s social history of the homophile movement, see 
Peter Boag, Same-Sex Affairs: Constructing and Controlling Homosexuality in the Pacific Northwest 
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In the past fifteen years, historians have expanded D’Emilio’s focus on 
homophile activism to include the state as another primary actor. Post-war gay 
activism, these narratives suggest, did not solely include independent actors working 
in response to national social changes or everyday experiences on a local level. 
Rather, activists responded to the discriminatory policies and actions of a 
multilayered state, ranging from federal investigators and elected officials to local 
authorities. In 2004, David Johnson, describing the Cold War-era purges of 
homosexuals within the federal government, argued that the “Lavender Scare” 
originated as “a partisan political weapon in the halls of Congress" and eventually 
caused a "moral panic within mainstream American culture.”  By creating a large 
number of disillusioned ex-federal employees with little to lose, however, the 
Lavender Scare sparked militant homophile activism.33 In his chapter on the MSW, 
Johnson argued that state persecution contributed to the identity formation of the 
homosexual minority. This dissertation, on the other hand, examines 1) the 
ideological implications of that phenomenon within a minority group and 2) the 
significance of the primary arena (i.e., the courts) in which it took place. This study 
also suggests that the state-ideological dialectic did not only occur in the MSW, the 
sole subject of Johnson’s chapter, but also across a national homophile network, 
 
(Berkeley: U of California, 2003); Nan Alamilla Boyd, Wide-Open Town: A History of Queer San 
Francisco to 1965 (Berkeley: U of California, 2003); and Genny Beemyn, A Queer Capital: A History 
of Gay Life in Washington D.C. (New York, NY: Routledge, 2014). 
 
33 Johnson, The Lavender Scare, 9-10, 214. For other studies that emphasize the role of the state, see 
Dean, Imperial Brotherhood, and Anna Lvovsky, “Queer Expertise: Urban Policing and the 





which allowed the ideological project of gay pride to spread to other regions at a rapid 
pace.  
In 2009, Margot Canaday argued that the federal government’s exclusionary 
policies directly contributed not just to the rise of activism, but also to the formulation 
of homosexual identity itself.34 However, unlike the state-focused histories of Johnson 
and Canaday or the grassroots histories of D’Emilio and Chauncey, this dissertation 
places emphasis on the conversation between the state and a minority group. Gay 
pride as a self-conscious political strategy emerged in a dialectical process that took 
place not just in government buildings, picket lines, or homophile meetings, but also 
in another crucial forum: the courts.35 
Previous histories have recognized the role of the courts in the homosexual’s 
pursuit of equality, but their narratives often describe legal battles as parts of larger 
stories, told to reflect broader political or cultural changes in America.36 On the other 
hand, a separate body of legal histories have isolated gay cases—and the laws that 
triggered them—to analyze their effects on homosexual identity, legal thought, and 
the development of gay rights. In the late 1990s, William N. Eskridge, Jr., identified 
the law as a factor not only in the development of gay identity, but also in the creation 
of the “apartheid of the closet.”37 In recent years, as the Supreme Court increasingly 
 
34 Margot Canaday, The Straight State: Sexuality and Citizenship in Twentieth-Century America 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2009). 
 
35 See Johnson, The Lavender Scare, Chapter 8. 
 
36 See, for example, D’Emilio, Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 155, 211-213; and Johnson, The 
Lavender Scare, Chapter 8. 
 
37 “Law,” explained Eskridge, “contributed to the process by publicizing the new medicalized 
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expanded civil liberties to permit homosexual activity and eventually gay marriage, 
historians began exploring the legal path to these victories.38 
This dissertation exists at the intersection of these historiographical traditions. 
It examines one organization, the Mattachine Society of Washington, one decade, the 
1960s, and one city (albeit one with national influence), the nation’s capital. It bridges 
the gap between social and state-focused histories by focusing on one crucial, 
previously unexplored link: the homosexual’s entry, with the ACLU’s assistance, into 
the nation’s courts. It focuses not on the political effects of any given court case—
effects aptly described by other historians—but, rather, on the social effects of that 
court case. It does not examine how homosexuals used the courts to change laws, 
which in turn affected the lives of homosexuals, a phenomenon explored in previous 
histories. Instead, this dissertation examines a different relationship, how 
 
vocabularies of sexual deviance and by providing battalions of monitors whose scrutiny reinforced the 
impression that the medical classifications carried totalizing consequences for one's personhood.” See 
William N. Eskridge, Jr., “Law and the Construction of the Closet: American Regulation of Same Sex 
Intimacy, 1880-1946,” Iowa Law Review  82 (1997), 1103; see also William N. Eskridge, Jr., 
Dishonorable Passions: Sodomy Laws in America, 1861-2003 (New York: Viking, 2008), 8-9. The 
closet indeed represented apartheid, argued Eskridge, “because it insisted on segregating and hiding 
one’s gender or sexual nonconformity as a condition of citizenship, freedom, and employment.” See 
William N. Eskridge, Jr., Gaylaw: Challenging the Apartheid of the Closet (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1999), 7; William N. Eskridge, Jr., “Privacy Jurisprudence and the Apartheid of the 
Closet, 1946-1961,” Florida State University Law Review 24 (1997), 703-838. 
 
38 See Joyce Murdoch and Deb Price, Courting Justice: Gay Men and Lesbians v. the Supreme Court 
(New York: Basic Books, 2001); Marc Stein, Sexual Injustice: Supreme Court Decisions from 
Griswold to Roe (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2010); George Chauncey, Why 
Marriage: The History Shaping Today's Debate Over Gay Equality (New York: Basic Books, 2009). 
Meanwhile, as the right to privacy expanded, so did the historical study of it; in the past decade, Leigh 
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participation in those court cases affected activist ideologies, or, the ways in which 
homosexuals viewed their own condition, identity, or minority group. Put simply, it 
explores how homosexuals used the courts to change how they thought about 
themselves. 
The central discovery of this approach, I argue, is that our modern conception 
of gay pride first appeared and subsequently grew in legal argumentation. But what, 
exactly, is gay pride? The New Oxford American Dictionary defines it as “a sense of 
dignity and satisfaction in connection with the public acknowledgment of one's own 
homosexuality.”39 For the purposes of this exploration, I bisect this definition into two 
criteria. First, gay pride requires an assertion that one’s homosexuality contributes 
positively to society, or, in other words, that it is a moral good. Second, this 
declaration must be made openly and without concealment; homosexuals must 
declare their pride visibly and as their authentic selves.40 This brand of gay pride, as 
my dissertation reveals, is an inherently political act, not dissimilar to the rite of 
“coming out.” Though it is possible to proclaim gay pride in an apolitical context (one 
can be proud of his or her homosexuality without publicly declaring it), this 
 
39 New Oxford American Dictionary, 2nd ed., s.v. “Gay Pride” (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2005). 
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ONE magazine “seeded the intellectual climate” for gay pride, see “‘A Part of Our Liberation’: ONE 
Magazine and the Cultivation of Gay Liberation, 1953-1963 (Ph.D dissertation, University of 




dissertation concerns itself with gay pride in its public and political form, the 
proclamation deemed so crucial by post-Stonewall gay liberationists.41 I refer to this 
specific iteration when I use the term “gay pride.” 
In its effort to trace the origins and growth of gay pride, this dissertation 
begins with a simple premise. The Mattachine Society of Washington, I argue, rose 
and fell as a primarily legal organization, modeling itself after the NAACP. It 
emerged as the conscious outgrowth of a single man’s failed legal battle and his 
determination to scale that battle into a coordinated legal assault on a national scale. 
Because there existed a dearth of homosexual attorneys, Frank Kameny and his 
organization initiated a concerted effort to integrate and influence the ACLU, an 
organization that had the resources and civil libertarian inclinations to help his 
Society. In this light, the other activities of the MSW—its Congressional lobbying 
efforts, bureaucratic meetings, and picketing campaign—must be viewed in relation 
to its overriding legal efforts. Each of these experiments in activism, though 
significant in isolation, triggered a more significant phenomenon. The government’s 
intransigent reaction (and, often, retaliation) solidified the Society’s legal raison 
d’être and, in turn, reinforced the ACLU’s commitment to aiding homosexuals. With 
few exceptions, the Society abandoned its direct action efforts and re-focused its 
energies on the courts. 
This growing legal effort, a response to the federal government’s apparatus of 
homosexual exclusion, was an instrumental factor in the birth and dissemination of 
 
41 For an exploration of the importance of coming out and pride to gay liberationists, see D’Emilio, 
Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities, 235; Chauncey, Why Marriage, 33-34. 
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gay pride as an ideology and political tool within the homophile movement. Indeed, 
gay pride was born as a legal response to the two-pronged logic of the state’s gay 
purges. First, the government argued that homosexuals were immoral and therefore 
unsuitable for federal employment. Second, the government alleged that homosexuals 
were inherently secretive and fearful of exposure, thus making them vulnerable to 
blackmail by foreign agents. This dissertation begins, then, by tracing the confluence 
of events and reasoning that led to the legal articulation of opposites, that is, an 
assertion of morality and openness, or a declaration of gay pride. When Frank 
Kameny, a disgraced government astronomer, collaborated with an ACLU-affiliated 
attorney to sue the government for its discriminatory practices, the astronomer and 
attorney developed a novel tactic to prove to federal judges that the purges were 
arbitrary and capricious. They reasoned that if Kameny asserted he was a moral and 
open homosexual, the government’s case for banishing him from public employment 
would eventually collapse. What Margot Canaday terms the “Straight State,” then, 
gave rise to the Proud Plaintiff.42 
This dissertation follows the evolution of the MSW’s deployment of gay pride 
from its first iteration, embedded in a petition for writ of certiorari in the Supreme 
Court, to its modern form, the gay liberationist pride that continues to manifest itself 
in perennial marches and celebrations across the country. As this journey reveals, the 
concept did not remain hidden in legal argumentation for long, but neither did pride 
shed its legal foundations. As Kameny asserted pride in public settings—in the halls 
 
42 See Canaday, The Straight State. 
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of Congress and in government meetings—the concept became more visible. But as 
he attempted to recruit new plaintiffs, he encountered an obstacle that slowed the 
spread of pride. Homosexuals refused to join his legal crusade, for, in addition to fear, 
they believed they suffered from a pathology that made them unworthy of such a 
battle. How could sick citizens claim their ailment as a moral good? Thus, before the 
Society could disseminate pride in its pure form, and before it could popularize the 
proud plaintiff, it had no choice but to achieve a prerequisite: the widespread belief 
among homosexuals of their own health. By 1968, the purpose of pride had grown 
from legal argumentation to a psychological antidote to the inferiority that prevented 
a large volume of legal cases. Moreover, as Kameny found more plaintiffs willing to 
sue the government and publicly admit their homosexuality, coming out—and 
assertions of gay pride—became less illogical, less threatening, and easier to imagine. 
With the archetype of the Proud Plaintiff, post-Stonewall gay liberationists had a 
template for pride, a pre-packaged concept they could claim for themselves. 
This ideological project contributed to the rise of another strategy adopted by 
the MSW and its allies: the performance of respectability. The story of 
respectability’s rise and fall within the homophile movement has been well-
documented, but this dissertation seeks to place that journey in relation to another 
dynamic concept, that of gay pride. Indeed, this dissertation demonstrates that the 
MSW’s attachment to respectability arose from and enabled early articulations of gay 
pride. By sacrificing social events, rejecting individuality in dress, and banning 
disreputable organizations, Kameny attempted to shield his declarations of moral 
goodness from the government’s claims otherwise—from the tarnishes of perceived 
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immorality in other realms. By performing respectability, gay pride became more 
palatable to homosexuals, the government, and the public alike. Meanwhile, it 
became easier to illustrate the immorality of the federal government. What began as a 
symbiotic relationship between pride and respectability, however, grew into 
unsustainable conflict. As gay pride grew in scale, and as more homosexuals accepted 
its tenets, they began to deem respectability not only unnecessary, but, increasingly, 
as inimical to pride. A new, more diverse generation of homosexuals who identified 
their appearance or behavior as inextricable components of their gay identity would 
no longer tolerate the tactic of respectability. Pride first gave rise to respectability and 
then assailed it. 
This dissertation argues that the MSW, in the year before Stonewall, was a 
radical organization. It advocated for “gay power” well before gay liberationists, and 
in the immediate aftermath of the riots, it advocated for other oppressed groups while 
critiquing systematic injustice. Yet, despite its absorption of the radical impulse, the 
Society faded into irrelevance because its founder—who was, at times, 
indistinguishable from the Society itself—no longer saw a need for it to exist. Indeed, 
the legal raison d’être of the society, its effort to create a national legal assault, had 
fulfilled itself. Kameny’s purposes had been adopted by the ACLU, a powerful group 




This dissertation is a social history of a legal movement, and as such, it does 
 19 
not attempt to track or evaluate the effects of each case on the courts, the federal 
bureaucracy, or the ACLU. Rather, it follows the effects of the legal struggles on the 
MSW and the homophile movement, and it endeavors to understand the relationship 
between a state’s action, a minority group’s legal reaction, and the minority 
ideologies that arise or change as a result. This exploration provides some insight into 
the inner workings of the ACLU, its Washington affiliate, the psychiatric profession, 
and the complex machinery of the gay purges. Its main purpose, however, is to track 
the rise of gay pride through the actions of the MSW. 
This dissertation also places the Society in conversation with the rest of the 
country. Indeed, because Washington is a federal city, local activism directed towards 
the government often had national ramifications. The Society accordingly hoped to 
scale its legal efforts into a regional and then national assault. This dissertation tracks 
the MSW’s interactions with and influence within other homophile organizations, 
especially those on the east coast. 
The Proud Plaintiff was, invariably, a gay white man. This dissertation shows 
how gay pride arose from the fight for the ability of these men, who occupied a place 
of privilege in their otherwise closeted lives (and who had the resources to fight these 
battles), to have sex with other men. It sheds light on the reasons other groups—
including women, people of color, and gender nonconforming individuals—felt 
excluded by the white-male-dominated homophile movement, and, by examining the 
tension between pride and respectability, it helps explain why such exclusion was, 
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ultimately, unsustainable.43 
Because MSW members had to convince others of their moral goodness, they 
encountered a variety of actors who continuously argued—before the courts and the 
public—that homosexuals were immoral. Thus, the Society’s legal battle (and the 
subsequent project of gay pride) was also a battle over who had the authority to 
deliver verdicts on morality. The homosexuals worked to convince heterosexual 
authorities—those who claimed to have knowledge of the homosexual—that their 
authority was invalid and that only homosexuals could evaluate their own moral 
goodness. Frank Kameny’s legal fight thus represented the beginning of a broader 
effort to appropriate the government’s authority for the homosexual. 
Next, the Society confronted another authority, the psychiatric profession, that 
threatened the homosexuals’ claims of pride. The government and homosexuals alike 
relied upon psychiatrists for their evaluations of sexual deviance, and this dissertation 
tracks how Kameny, spurred by the federal government’s logic and intransigence, 
publicly rejected this psychiatric authority. It follows his concerted effort to 
undermine the medical model of homosexuality and the authority of the psychiatrist. 
By removing this authority, and by popularizing the benign nature of homosexuality, 
Kameny and his allies could then popularize the notion of homosexuality as a moral 
good, too. 
When not turning to psychiatrists, the state cited the authority of God. Though 
 
43 For one such study of how the MSW excluded queer persons of color, see Kent W. Peacock, ”Race, 
the Homosexual, and the Mattachine Society of Washington, 1961-1970,” Journal of the History of 
Sexuality 25 no. 2 (2016), 267-296. 
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I do not explore the Society’s relationship with religious figures, the organization’s 
battle with the authority of those religious figures is implicit in its legal efforts and its 
dissemination of pride. The Society, in direct conversation with federal bureaucrats of 
elected officials, often forced an admission that homosexuality was immoral because 
Scripture said so. The Society hoped to expose this reliance on the Bible as an 
unconstitutional violation of the Establishment Clause. Moreover, it was the authority 
of anti-gay religious figures, often accepted by homosexuals themselves, that the 
Society fought by declaring gay pride. 
As the MSW challenged state, psychiatric, and religious authority, it also 
worked to persuade the popular press that homosexuals, instead, should be granted 
authority. By convincing the media to give voice to homosexual authority, the Society 
furthered its legal crusade in two ways. First, it utilized the coverage to bolster its 
legal argument of gay pride. Because morality in America was in flux during the 
Sixties, the Proud Plaintiff could point to coverage of those changes to validate his 
own claims of morality. By declaring one’s homosexuality through the media, the 
Proud Plaintiff emphasized his openness (i.e., his lack of susceptibility to blackmail). 
Second, by gaining visibility in newspapers, magazines, and television programs, the 
Society reached other potential plaintiffs, reassuring them of the lowered stakes 
associated with suing the government, coming out before the world, and declaring gay 
pride. 
Underlying the increasing levels of attention paid by the media to the 
homosexual was a post-war sexual revolution that, by increasing America’s 
willingness to discuss sex, also heightened the visibility of the homosexual. Though 
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other histories have placed the homophile movement within the context of this 
broader current, this study examines how the MSW, in executing its legal strategy, 
perceived and exploited these cultural changes for its own ends. To be certain, the 
sexual revolution independently contributed to the Society’s legal victories and its 
dissemination of gay pride. This dissertation examines how the Society consciously 
accelerated that relationship.  
The MSW also interacted with the other social movements of the Sixties. 
Historians have acknowledged the path from Stokely Carmichael’s “Black is 
Beautiful” to Frank Kameny’s “Gay is Good,” and this dissertation attempts to track 
the mechanics behind that translation. By beginning the story of gay pride at the 
beginning of the decade, however, it suggests that the modern conception of pride 
owes its birth to an earlier iteration of the civil rights movement, embodied by the 
student sit-ins of 1960 and, specifically, the students’ performance of morality in the 
face of Southern immorality. Just as these early acts of resistance paved the way for 
Black Power, the Proud Plaintiff enabled the rise of Gay Liberation. Additionally, this 
dissertation places the Society in dialogue with the other movements of the Sixties—
including the New Left and women’s liberation—to illustrate the organization’s 
ability to adapt to a tumultuous decade. The Society’s decline followed not its 
conservatism and inflexibility, but its legal success. 
Another rapidly-moving current encountered by the Society and its ACLU 
allies was the law itself. Aside from the cases that directly affected the maintenance 
of the gay purges, a series of landmark cases involving obscenity and privacy affected 
homosexuals through indirect means. As the Supreme Court increasingly enabled 
 23 
homosexuals to disseminate their publications, the fall of obscenity statutes signaled 
that the Court was willing to temper the ability of states to regulate morality.44 
Meanwhile, the rise of a constitutional right to privacy—bolstered by a political 
movement that emphasized the privacy of federal workers—similarly permitted the 
Society to claim that the intrusive federal government was behaving immorally.45 This 
dissertation thus tracks the perception of these cases within the MSW and, to a lesser 
extent, the ACLU and the rest of the movement. It searches for the winding path that 




This dissertation begins with Frank Kameny’s legally-mediated conception of 
gay pride. By tracing the fall, initial defense effort, and militant transformation of 
Frank Kameny, Chapter One provides a case study of the Proud Plaintiff and the 
ideological implications of his legal battle. It sheds light on the psychiatric authority, 
to which Kameny turned in his early appeals, and it tracks his pursuit of the 
government’s reasoning behind his dismissal. It examines the homosexual policies of 
the ACLU and Kameny’s early alliance with one of its attorneys. Meanwhile, it traces 
how Kameny identified two key components of the state’s logic—morality and 
security—and ultimately decided, in an effort to expose the arbitrary nature of the 
 
44 See, for example, Roth v. United States, 354 U.S. 476 (1957), One, Inc. v. Olesen, 355 U.S. 371 
(1958), and MANual Enterprises, Inc. v. Day, 370 U.S. 478 (1962). 
 
45 See Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965). 
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purges, to embed a legal argument of gay pride in his petition for writ of certiorari in 
the Supreme Court. The chapter is thus a study of how a state and its logic of 
exclusion, by provoking a legal reaction, can contribute to the self-conscious ideology 
of a minority group. 
Chapter Two tracks the beginnings of the Proud Plaintiff’s replication. 
Kameny’s Supreme Court petition, the Kameny Brief, bestowed upon its author 
immediate authority within the homophile movement. Through decade-old homophile 
communication channels, other potential plaintiffs began seeking out the fallen 
astronomer. The existing pockets of pride in the movement gravitated towards 
Kameny’s legal utilization and visible declaration of that same pride. The stories of 
two fallen government workers, Bruce Scott and Dick Schlegel, illustrate how 
Kameny’s open declarations of morality spurred others to join him. Meanwhile, the 
chapter traces the rise of Kameny’s new organization, the Mattachine Society of 
Washington, and the group’s early attempts to gain the sympathy of a new 
Washington affiliate of the ACLU, the National Capital Area Civil Liberties Union 
(NCACLU). It follows the reaction of the surveillance state—specifically, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation’s infiltration of the MSW and the subsequent government 
purge of its members—in the aftermath of the Society’s creation, and it examines how 
the NCACLU’s witness to this machinery solidified the enduring alliance between the 
homosexuals and the civil libertarians. 
Chapter Three reevaluates the role of the Society’s first major battle: its 
defense effort against the moral crusade of Congressman John Dowdy. When Frank 
Kameny declared that homosexuality was morally good before the House of 
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Representatives, gay pride reached a new height of visibility. The subsequent media 
coverage ensured that Kameny’s own legal crusade only grew in scale. Meanwhile, 
the ordeal solidified the alliance between the MSW and the NCACLU and prompted a 
pivot within the rest of the movement. East Coast homophile militants began turning 
away from psychiatrists and religious figures and, instead, to the Proud Plaintiff and 
the attorneys who defended him. The chapter is also a story of conscious moderation. 
Though Kameny continued articulating gay pride, he also identified the perceived 
sickness of homosexuals as an obstacle to spread of pride. And, by detailing the 
trauma of the Dowdy affair, this chapter also chronicles the rise of another concept, 
respectability, that protected and enabled the Society’s brand of gay pride. 
Chapter Four chronicles the media frenzy surrounding the Walter Jenkins 
scandal of 1964. The affair, I argue, was instrumental to the rise of the MSW’s 
authority, the solidification of its position regarding the sickness of homosexuals, and, 
ultimately, the dissemination of gay pride. This climate of post-Jenkins interest in the 
homosexual impelled the Society and its allies to begin picketing. The greatest 
contribution of the demonstrations, as this chapter demonstrates, was their role in 
guiding the Society—after it became clear that the pickets alone would not change 
governmental policy—back to its legal purposes. Though Kameny and his Society 
remained wedded to the defense mechanism of respectability, in 1966, they turned 
away from the pickets and initiated efforts to form an alliance of legally-minded 
homophile organizations—modeled after the ACLU or, perhaps more aptly, the 
NAACP—to realize the national legal crusade that Kameny had envisioned since 
1961. 
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Chapter Five examines the final stages in the evolution of the MSW, its legal 
effort, and its utilization of gay pride. Turning from pickets to the Pentagon, Kameny 
and Barbara Gittings, a Philadelphia-based lesbian woman long active in the 
homophile movement, initiated the systematic manufacture of test cases for the 
NCACLU. Beginning in 1966, their plaintiffs—emulating Kameny’s tactic from the 
beginning of the decade—announced their homosexuality not just to the federal 
government, but to the press, too. Meanwhile, the rise of the Proud Plaintiff coincided 
with the continued spread of pride in its newest iteration. Kameny translated his 
earlier declarations into a new phrase inspired by the psychological antidote of “Black 
is Beautiful.” Kameny now declared “Gay is Good.” It came as no surprise, then, 
when post-Stonewall gay liberationists adopted the phrase, the ideology, and the 
political importance of pride and the associated act of coming out. Despite their 
increased numbers and shedding of respectability, and despite the fall of a MSW 
rendered obsolete by an enthusiastic ACLU, the ideology embraced by the new 
generation of activists represented the continuation of a legal movement that had long 
proclaimed its pride. 
Ultimately, these chapters tell a story of how an identity begins to evaluate 
itself. Historians have isolated several factors that contributed to the rise of a self-
conscious gay minority in the years after World War II, including the war, the rise of 
psychiatry, and the homophile movement. This dissertation, however, traces how the 
specific logic of state persecution can spur specific reactionary logic within that 
minority. Indeed, as the first chapter will illustrate, Frank Kameny was unlikely to 
have openly declared that homosexuality was morally good if he had not excavated 
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the government’s assumptions of homosexual secrecy and immorality. Though 
general persecution may provoke general opposition, the nuanced ideology of that 
persecution can provoke an equally nuanced ideology of resistance. 
It is difficult to imagine Black Power, Women’s Liberation, or Gay Power 
without systematic state persecution and prevailing ideologies that told those groups 
they were lesser. But this dissertation suggests that the mode by which a minority 
fights its persecution can also determine its ideology. As historians have identified, 
there are many strategies of resistance available to an oppressed minority group, 
including acts of everyday resistance, public demonstrations, and violence, to name a 
few. But because the Mattachine Society of Washington chose to fight in courts, 
prompting a growing, national effort to convince judges that the federal government’s 
gay purges were arbitrary and capricious, the group and its allies began declaring that 
gay was good. Over the next decade, as more and more plaintiffs began declaring 
homosexuality’s moral goodness with increasing levels of visibility, gay pride 







Chapter One: The Kameny Brief 
 
On the evening of Tuesday, August 28, 1956, Dr. Franklin E. Kameny 
attended the closing banquet of the American Astronomical Society’s 95th annual 
meeting at the University of California, Berkeley, only a few minutes ride from San 
Francisco’s East Bay train terminal.1 
It had been a long conference: five days long, 105 papers presented, and a trip 
to the Lick Observatory, two hours south. Kameny had grown up in Queens, New 
York, and served in the Army during World War II. Earlier in 1956, he had graduated 
from Harvard with a PhD in Astronomy, and at the conference, he presented an 
abstract of his research, which The Astronomical Journal had accepted for 
publication. He was staying in the University’s Fernwald dormitories, the same 
location as the pre-dinner reception on the final evening of the program. At the 
banquet, a National Science Foundation official presented a “very optimistic view” of 
astronomy-related funding from the United States federal government.2   
By 12:45 AM that night, Kameny was in jail. “We observed KAMENY in the 
 
1 E. F. Carpenter, “The Berkeley Joint Meeting of the Astronomical Society of the Pacific and the 
American Astronomical Society,” Publications of the Astronomical Society of the Pacific 68, no. 405 
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place for half hour,” reported the police officers, watching Kameny in the public 
lavatory of the downtown train terminal. They were above him, peering from behind a 
ventilation grill in the ceiling. They saw another man arrive to the restroom and stand, 
waiting, before a urinal.3 The officers, as they later reported, “then observed him 
stand alongside of PIER at the urinal. PIER then reached over and touched the private 
parts of KAMENY." The police's description of the crime ends there. Kameny later 
claimed that Pier touched him for less than five seconds.4 "When questioned both 
admin [sic] the act,” concluded the officers.5  
Kameny spent the night behind bars, faced with charges of violating two laws. 
First was Section 215 of the Municipal Police Code, which prohibited engaging in or 
soliciting any “lewd, indecent, or obscene act or conduct.” Second was Section 647.5 
of the California Penal Code, which specifically defined “every lewd or dissolute 
person, or every person who loiters in or about public toilets in public parks” as “a 
vagrant” facing punishment of up to six months in prison.6  
The next morning, Kameny went before the city’s Municipal Court. The judge 
threw out the loitering charge, and the remaining lewdness charge left him with two 
choices. He could plead Not Guilty, remaining in San Francisco for an undefined 
number of days until the case concluded, or he could plead Guilty, pay a $50 fine, and 
 
3 “The People of California vs. Franklin Edward Kameny,” Box 45, Folder 3, FEK Papers.  
 
4 Franklin E. Kameny, “Statement Regarding Arrest,” November 2, 1958, Box 44, Folder 7, FEK 
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receive six months of probation—he would only have to mail in a form once a month. 
His new job at Georgetown was to begin in only a few days, and flights back to the 
east coast were nearly impossible to book so late. So, just as one might pay a speeding 
ticket despite one’s wishes to fight it, Kameny paid the fine.7 
A few minutes after the trial, Kameny visited the probation office, where he 
learned a piece of reassuring news. If he complied with the conditions of his 
probation, California law permitted “setting aside a verdict of guilty and dismissal of 
the accusations,” releasing him from “all penalties and disabilities resulting from the 
offense.” He would be able to apply to jobs—and testify under oath—with the 
freedom to claim the result of his 1956 arrest had been “Not Guilty, Case 
Dismissed.”8 
And that, Kameny thought, would be that. Indeed, he was relatively fortunate. 
Often, the names, professions, and addresses of arrested homosexuals appeared in the 
next day’s newspaper. “Six Arrested in Perversion Case Here,” reads one typical 1956 
headline in the San Francisco Chronicle. The straight world learned of the sexual 
deviants in its midst: a seaman, 25, of McAllister Street; an auto agency clerk, 27, of 
Clay Street; a musician, 36, of Taylor Street; a drama coach, 23, of Seventh Avenue; 
a photo refinisher, 43, of Laurel Street.9 After World War II, these arrests occurred at 
the rate of one every ten minutes, each hour, each day, for fifteen years. In sum, one 
 
7 Kameny, “Statement Regarding Arrest,” FEK Papers. 
 
8 “The People of California vs. Franklin Edward Kameny,” FEK Papers. 
 




million Americans found themselves persecuted by the state for sexual deviation.10 
This chapter argues that this particular arrest, the downfall of Frank Kameny, 
precipitated the novel formulation of gay pride as a political strategy against the 
United States federal government. Gay pride first appeared not in a speech before a 
crowd or even in a silent picket line, but in the form of a legal document, a petition 
for writ of certiorari in the Supreme Court. This chapter thus serves as a case study of 
how the state, through its regulations and rhetoric, can contribute to more than the 
self-consciousness of a persecuted minority. It can contribute to the formulation of 
that minority’s ideology, too. 
The chapter begins with Kameny’s 1957 termination from his civilian job as 
an astronomer in the Army Map Service (AMS), a result of his arrest the year prior. It 
then follows his early appeals within the AMS and the Civil Service Commission 
(CSC). His saga reveals two essential facets of the federal government’s gay purges: 
first, its machinery (how, through the facade of due process, they functioned), and 
second, its logic of morality (how the government justified the purges by deeming 
homosexuality immoral and therefore disruptive). By examining Kameny’s defense 
strategy in the early, administrative stages of his ordeal, this chapter sheds light on 
two components of the typical purge victim’s response: first, the denial of his 
homosexuality, and second, his reliance on an authority staffed by heterosexuals as 
moral arbiters, like the field of psychiatry, for assistance. Moreover, as Kameny 
 
10 Legal historian William N. Eskridge, Jr. estimates that between 1946 and 1961, up to one million 
gay men and women were prosecuted for consensual adult intercourse, dancing, kissing, or holding 
hands. See William N. Eskridge, Jr., Gaylaw: Challenging the Apartheid of the Closet (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1999), 60. 
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appealed his case within the AMS and CSC, it became increasingly clear that the 
purges—and their logic of morality—were so entrenched in the Executive and 
Legislative branches that, if Kameny was to find a remedy within the government, 
only the courts remained. 
For legal assistance, Kameny turned to the ACLU, which, by the time of the 
astronomer’s dismissal, had been representing the victims of McCarthyism for nearly 
a decade. As this chapter illustrates, however, the Union did not yet consider 
homosexual activity—or the government’s employment of homosexuals—to be a 
right protected by the Constitution. Kameny’s ACLU-affiliated attorney thus filed suit 
not on the grounds of equal protection or privacy, but on the grounds of due process. 
While his attorney fought his case via this indirect route, Kameny saw evidence that 
the courts and the public were changing in concert; the courts were reining in the 
excesses of McCarthyism, and amidst the post-War Kinsey revolution in sexual 
discourse, judges increasingly condoned homosexuality in print. Meanwhile, as 
Kameny faced joblessness and financial ruin, he forced bureaucrats within the 
Defense Department to articulate a second explanation for the purges of security 
clearance holders that relied not on morality, but on national security. According to 
the Defense Department, a homosexual necessarily wanted to hide his condition—
because he had a secret to conceal—and was thus susceptible to blackmail and 
compromise by foreign agents. Kameny received assurances that if a homosexual had 
nothing to hide, if he was open about his sexuality and therefore immune from 
blackmail, the government would have no reason to refuse him a security clearance. 
These two justifications—the homosexual’s immorality and furtiveness—led 
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Kameny to embrace their logical opposites and construct a legal argument without 
precedent in 1961, an assertion of his morality and openness. Kameny watched the 
stoic, well-dressed students at Greensboro dramatically expose the immorality of their 
racist tormentors, and he saw evidence that the popular press was prepared to portray 
the implementation of the purges as immoral. Then, he attempted to claim morality 
for himself. After losing in the lower courts, and after losing his attorney, Kameny 
penned a Supreme Court brief that went far beyond his attorney’s previous arguments 
of due process. Not only did Kameny explicitly define homosexual activity as a moral 
good, but he did so openly. Though he risked exposing the details of his arrest, he 
sued the government with his own name. In constructing the Kameny Brief, the 
astronomer not only invented gay pride as an act of legal resistance, but he also 




I. The Machinery of the Purges 
 
The letter arrived in October 1957. Kameny was on assignment in Hilo, a 
small town on the Big Island of Hawaii, where he was supervising a team of AMS 
scientists.11 The Army originally sent the letter to Kameny on the fifteenth, but it 
 
11 Franklin E. Kameny, Interview by Kay Tobin Lahusen, February 27, 1971, Washington, D.C., Box 





disappeared en route to Hawaii. One week later, the Army sent another copy, for the 
matter was urgent.12 “It is necessary that you return at once to the Army Map Service 
in connection with certain administrative requirements,” it said. “You should plan to 
leave Hawaii at your earliest convenience, and in any event within 48 hours of 
receiving this letter."13 
The letter came not from Kameny's immediate superior, but from the AMS’s 
Civilian Personnel Officer, the man in charge of hiring and classifying employees. 
Kameny himself had only a temporary appointment, pending clearance by 
investigators in the Civil Service Commission.14 A mistake had been made, Kameny 
told himself. America needed him, he reasoned; the government would not throw 
away a Harvard-educated astronomer with his entire career in front of him.15 "It is 
hoped that the interruption of your work will be only temporary," wrote the AMS 
personnel officer.16 
Kameny flew back to Washington, where he waited for an explanation. But 
with each passing week, as his employer remained silent, Kameny felt history leaving 
him behind. He watched the Soviets launch the Sputnik II satellite, which held a 
television camera, a life-support system, and a dog named Laika. Though the canine 
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died after five days of orbiting Earth, the feat meant Russian manned spaceflight was 
imminent.17 On November 7, President Eisenhower appeared on television to reassure 
the nation, announcing the development of a continental defense system and the 
creation of a new position, the Special Assistant to the President for Science and 
Technology.18  
On Tuesday, November 26, Kameny arrived at the understated brick 
headquarters of the Army Map Service, in Brookmont, Maryland, just north of 
Washington. He was taken to a small room, where he sat across from two Civil 
Service Commission investigators. "Mr. Kameny," began one of them, "your 
voluntary appearance here today has been requested in order to afford you an 
opportunity to answer questions concerning information which has been received by 
the U.S. Civil Service Commission relative to your application." The astronomer's 
appointment had been temporary and subject to investigation, they reminded him. The 
interview was being recorded. Kameny swore to tell the truth. He provided his name 
and birthplace and detailed his employment history. He explained his San Francisco 
arrest, then waited for the inevitable question. Finally, it came. “Information has come 
to the attention of the U.S. Civil Service Commission that you are a homosexual,” 
said the investigator. “What comment, if any do you care to make?"19 
 
17 Paul Dickson, Sputnik: The Shock of the Century (New York: Walker Books, 2001), 141.  
 
18 Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
1957 (Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1999), 799. See also Walter A. 
McDougall, The Heavens and the Earth: A Political History of the Space Age (New York: Basic 
Books, 1985), 150. 
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Four months earlier, when Kameny applied to the Army Map Service, he 
noticed an alarming question on the job application, known as Form 57. “Have you 
ever been arrested, charged, or held by Federal, State, or other law enforcement 
authorities?” it asked. Kameny admitted his San Francisco arrest and provided the 
requisite details. “August 1956; Disorderly Conduct; San Francisco; Not Guilty; 
Charge Dismissed.”20 Despite his disclosure, the Army Map Service hired him three 
days later.21 He must have been relieved; his San Francisco arrest, as the probation 
officer had promised him, truly meant nothing. By mid-July, he was officially a 
government astronomer.22 But now, on November 26, two CSC investigators were 
inquiring about that meaningless arrest.  
"I do not recall the exact charge," Kameny explained. "I had let a man whose 
name was not known to me touch me on the penis for a few seconds. He just reached 
over and touched me." There had been no solicitation, no erection, he explained. 
Kameny had pushed the man away after a few seconds. "I was only curious as to what 
he was going to do." 
"I had no intention of engaging in any homosexual act, nor did I," he added. 
As for the allegation he was a homosexual, Kameny had two responses 
prepared. "Under the laws of this country," he began, "any sexual activity whatever, 
 
20 “Application for Federal Employment,” Franklin E. Kameny Personnel File, National Personnel 




22 “Notification of Personnel Action: Temporary Appointment” Franklin E. Kameny Personnel File, 
National Personnel Records Center, Annex, NARA (Valmeyer, Illinois).  
 
 37 
of any description at all is illegal on the part of an unmarried person," said Kameny. 
This was true. All pre-marital sexual activity, gay or straight, was illegal in the 
District of Columbia, and as Kinsey had revealed, nearly all Americans were guilty of 
violating some sexual regulation, like fornication, sodomy, and adultery. If 
heterosexuals could break the law, reasoned Kameny, why couldn't he? Second, he 
added, "as a matter of principle one's private life is his own." The investigators 
wanted specifics. "What and when was the last activity in which you participated?" 
Kameny repeated himself. "Under the laws of our country…" With that, the interview 
ended.23 
On December 6, America launched its answer to Sputnik, the Vanguard 
rocket, which made it four feet off the ground before exploding in a nationally 
televised inferno.24 By then, Kameny had hired an attorney and sat through another 
humiliating interview, defending his "not only satisfactory, but excellent" work for 
the AMS.  
“Dr. Kameny,” asked the investigators, “have you engaged actively or 
passively in any oral act of coition, anal intercourse or mutual masturbation with 
another person of the same sex?” 
Kameny dodged the question; legislating morality was "the province of the 
USSR, not the USA,” he argued.25 
 
23 “Report of Special Interview,” Kameny v. Brucker (1959), Case 1628-59, Accession #021-74A-
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Four days after the Vanguard explosion, the Army Map Service informed 
Kameny it planned to terminate him on December 20, pending an appeal. 
Surprisingly, the AMS's official reason had nothing to do with homosexuality. 
According to the AMS Personnel Officer, Kameny falsified an official government 
document. When he answered “August 1956; Disorderly Conduct; San Francisco; Not 
Guilty; Charge Dismissed” on his Form 57, that response was technically false. 
Kameny had not been arrested for disorderly conduct; he had been arrested, first, for 
“lewd, indecent, or obscene” conduct, and second, for loitering. According to the 
AMS, Kameny “failed to furnish a completely truthful answer,” and for that reason, it 
was terminating him. The separation letter gave Kameny three days to respond.26 
In his response, finalized within twenty-four hours, his rage was palpable. “I 
wish to commence by stating that as a matter of firm personal principle, morality and 
ethics, I do not knowingly and/or intentionally make, and have not made 
misstatements of fact, of any sort, whether formally, officially, in writing, and/or 
under oath, or casually, informally, and unofficially.” 27 Most importantly, he argued, 
his response to the arrest question on Form 57 was correct “to the best of my 
knowledge and belief at the time the form was filled in.” In other words, it was all one 
big mistake. “I have neither the experience nor the legal background—I was hired as 
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a scientist, not as a lawyer—to know all of the ins and outs of legal terminology and 
nomenclature involving such charges.”28 
Kameny argued the arrest, long dismissed, was irrelevant, “not of great 
importance as far as competent service to the government is concerned.” Kameny 
submitted the appeal, certain the matter would be cleared up in due time. “I was very 
naive and expected that all you need is a nice, rational appeal,” he later remembered. 
“And of course that wasn't all you needed.”29 
Four days after Kameny wrote his appeal, Army scientist Dr. Wernher von 
Braun called for the creation of a national space agency while testifying before 
Lyndon Johnson’s Senate subcommittee on satellite and missile programs. The New 
York Times pronounced the “blond, broad-shouldered and square-jawed” scientist a 
“hit.”30 Kameny, an avid consumer of newspapers, likely did not miss the irony of the 
two scientists’ respective situations. Kameny was facing a government purge and the 
loss of his career after a single personal indiscretion. Von Braun, meanwhile, was 
leading the creation of America’s national space program despite public demons of 
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his own, dark truths long forgiven by the federal government. Indeed, while Kameny 
was fighting on the front lines of the European Theatre in World War II, von Braun 
was working tirelessly for the Nazis. He led the design of the slave-manufactured V-2 
“vengeance” missiles that Kameny witnessed, as a 19-year-old standing in Hyde Park 
during the final months of the war, falling upon the city of London.31 Kameny was 
formally dismissed from the Army Map Service on December 20, 1957. Never again 
would the United States government employ him.32 
Two days before Christmas, Kameny appeared at the AMS headquarters. He 
demanded a hearing, an opportunity to appeal his dismissal.   The AMS officials 
acquiesced; they gave Kameny twenty minutes to prepare. Kameny then sat before 
two officials, the Commanding Officer of the AMS and its Chief Personnel Officer, 
the same two men responsible for his dismissal. Kameny explained his case, and as 
the officials responded with their reasoning for his dismissal, the astronomer noticed 
something peculiar. The officials did not seem to care about the alleged falsification 
of his application. The real issue, they explained, was the simple principle that a man 
arrested for homosexual activity was not reliable enough to be granted a security 
clearance.33 The officials clarified that they did not, of course, actually believe 
Kameny to be a security risk. He was no more of a risk than they were. But, 
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unfortunately, regulations forced them to act otherwise. Their hands were tied.34 
At the hearing, Kameny realized he needed a more comprehensive defense, 
one that took into account not just the falsification charge, but also the real issue at 
hand, his alleged homosexuality. So the AMS officials permitted Kameny to 
supplement the hearing with a written appeal, and he spent the final days of 1957 
compiling a new defense. He wrote several Harvard friends and colleagues to ask for 
a vague favor "in connection with a government job” and its “security levels.” He 
needed character references to attest to his “morality & truthfulness.”35 
They leapt to support the astronomer. In a notarized letter, Yale Professor 
Harlan Smith wrote that he knew “Dr. Kameny perhaps as well as any person outside 
his immediate family” from their time at Harvard together; he had “the highest 
confidence in Dr. Kameny’s character, veracity and truthfulness.”36 The former 
director of the Harvard observatory, Harlow Shapley, wrote that he was a “citizen 
loyal and upright;—a man of good character.”37 An Army friend attached his affidavit 
with a note to Kameny. “How important your field has become in the last few 
months” he said. “I suppose recent events may have brought about quite a 
considerable change in your plans.”38 
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Second, Kameny drafted an “Informal, Condensed Autobiography” that 
portrayed him as a multidimensional human being rather than a mere homosexual.39 
Third, Kameny wrote a forceful appeal. A typical man in Kameny’s position, if he did 
not resign quietly, would have vehemently denied any insinuations of homosexuality 
and explained why the arrest was a misunderstanding, the falsification an innocent 
mistake. Yet Kameny's twelve-page appeal contained not a single denial of his 
homosexuality. Rather, the document represented the first iteration of a philosophical 
and practical critique of the federal government’s sexual conformity program, the first 
draft of an argument that would dominate the rest of his life. 
He only briefly addressed the falsification charges. “Honest, unknowing error 
is not falsification,” he wrote. And because falsification was the only formal charge 
against him, he claimed that it would be “most improper” and “intellectually 
dishonest” for officials to consider any other issue.40 
Kameny understood from his hearing that homosexuality was the underlying 
problem, so he included a larger attack of the general reliability and blackmail 
theories that the AMS officials had cited. “This reasoning,” he wrote, “is, of course 
logically unsound” and “viciously uncivilized.” He toed the line of admitting guilt in 
San Francisco, but he did not cross it. “In the case of the act in question, even if it 
were repeated (as it has not been and will not be) there still exists no logical, rational 
connection with reliability, or with the ability to preserve proper security or to adhere 
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to security regulations.”41  
The solution, Kameny argued, was for officials to evaluate him as an 
individual. “I have formulated a personal moral and ethical code of my own,” he 
wrote. “I observe this code in my daily life, rigorously and strictly, without departure 
or deviation.” His work at the AMS had been excellent—the best his supervisors had 
ever seen--and to consider arbitrary regulations above these individual characteristics 
verged on totalitarianism. “One of the prime features of a democratic form of 
government, as contrasted with a totalitarian form of government is that in a 
democracy, laws, rules, and regulations are made for the individual, and not that the 
individual is made for the laws, rules and regulations.” Conformity, enforced by 
officials like “automations or mindless robots,” was “more in keeping with the spirit 
of the USSR than with that of the USA.”42  
 Enforced conformity was not only philosophically unsound, but also an 
impractical danger during the Space Age. Scientists avoided working in the federal 
employment because of the government's “personal harassments, probing and prying, 
of just the sort which is taking place here.” He twisted the knife, one which only a 
scientist so necessary to the Space Race could wield. If the government stopped 
wasting its time and money with investigations, he wrote, "perhaps a few of the 
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artificial satellites to go up in coming years will be American ones.”43 
Finally, Kameny argued that cultural norms were shifting; nonconformity was 
becoming more accepted. He called upon the AMS to use its discretionary powers to 
“be in the vanguard, not in the rear of the trend toward more rational, more humane, 
more wholesome, more decent, and more scientifically productive personnel 
policies.” Kameny ended his appeal with optimism. “I still retain sufficient faith in 
the United States government, and in the concepts for which it claims to stand to feel 
confident that the injustices proposed will not be allowed to occur.”44 
This statement accompanied a fourth item in Kameny’s defense package, a 
document that reveals the excruciating tension that existed between the astronomer’s 
principled refusal to deny his homosexuality and the practical realities of his time. 
Later in his life, Kameny never mentioned this critical element of his defense, for it 
came from a psychiatrist. 
 
II. Psychiatric Authority, the Legislative, and the Executive 
 
In the late nineteenth century, doctors argued about the nature of 
homosexuality. Was it a vice of the weak? A type of insanity? A congenital problem, 
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become dominant. Then, in 1909, Dr. Sigmund Freud visited America, and with his 
rise, sexual deviance became a matter of the mind. “Homosexuality is assuredly no 
advantage,” Freud told a woman concerned about her son's homosexuality, “but it is 
nothing to be ashamed of, no vice, no degradation, it cannot be considered as an 
illness."46  
Most of Freud’s followers, however, came to identify homosexuality as a 
sickness.47 One of them was Dr. Benjamin Karpman of Washington, D.C. The "burly, 
gruff, bearded Freudian,” as friends described him, emigrated from the Russian 
Empire as a nineteen-year-old in 1907.48 He studied psychology and medicine at the 
University of Minnesota, and in 1920, Karpman joined the staff of America’s first 
federally-funded mental institution, St. Elizabeths Hospital in Southeast 
Washington.49  
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Karpman, despite his diagnosis of sexual deviance as a pathology, still felt 
compelled to defend homosexuals. In the middle of the 1950 Panic, he told an 
audience that the homosexual purges represented a "witch hunt." When a 
Congressman cited Nazi efforts to blackmail homosexuals in Washington, Karpman 
retorted that adulterous heterosexual men could be blackmailed in exactly the same 
way. Plus, he added, there were certainly more than the Vice Squad's estimated 5,000 
homosexuals in Washington; 50,000 was a better estimate.50 
His sympathy for homosexuals is most evident in what he did for Frank 
Kameny. Karpman retired from St. Elizabeths in 1957, but he continued to lecture and 
practice privately. He appeared on the radio, he had a new book, and Kameny learned 
his name.51 One morning in January, Kameny appeared in Karpman's office. They 
had four sessions together, and though there is no record of what exactly Kameny told 
the psychiatrist, we know Karpman did something extraordinary. He asked Kameny 
to draft a letter that the psychiatrist could then send, on the astronomer's behalf, to the 
Army Map Service. From this letter and its surviving early drafts, we know that the 
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astronomer lied to the psychiatrist.52 
Kameny, with the help of the attorney he had retained in December, assumed 
the voice and authority of Dr. Benjamin Karpman. "I have examined Dr. Franklin E. 
Kameny in regard to the significance of the act involved in connection with his arrest 
in San Francisco in August 1956, in relation to his entire personality and orientation," 
he wrote. "Perhaps the one characteristic which all scientists hold in common is that 
of curiosity—a curiosity about all things; a curiosity which transcends most 
boundaries. Dr. Kameny shares in this to a very high degree. I have no reason to 
believe that his motivation in this case was other than curiosity, having observed 
someone very obviously loitering, to see what was going to happen.”53 
 "As for Dr. Kameny's more general orientation, I feel that no clearcut 
categorization can be given. His personal relationships, until rather recently, were 
entirely heterosexual. For a complex of psychological and circumstantial reasons, he 
has experimented in the past very few years. From a scientist with a large element of 
inquisitiveness and experimentation in his psychological make-up, and of a liberal, 
open-minded, tolerant, civilized attitude on most questions, such experimentation is 
rather to be expected, is quite common, and cannot be taken to be indicative of his 
orientation." Most importantly, "I would not consider his actions as immoral, and I 
would not feel justified in considering Dr. Kameny as a homosexual."54 
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When Karpman read the draft at a subsequent session, he requested only one 
addition, a more detailed explanation of what happened in San Francisco. The 
astronomer returned to his typewriter. "Dr. Kameny entered the lavatory for 
legitimate purposes," he wrote. When he noticed the man "peering over the top of the 
partition between two stalls, Dr. Kameny's curiosity was aroused, and he remained 
somewhat longer than was absolutely necessary, in order to see what would occur." 
When the man moved to the urinal and then reached for Kameny, the astronomer 
experienced "a moment's immobility" before he "firmly removed the man's hand" and 
exited.55 
During their sessions together, the psychiatrist continued asking the 
astronomer about his life. And at one of their final sessions, a startling incident 
occurred. They were discussing sexual relationships in Kameny's past when, 
suddenly, Karpman asked the 32-year-old about his thoughts on marriage. Kameny 
froze. He felt "on the defensive," Kameny wrote to Karpman later that day. "My mind 
tends to close down and withdraw, and I find that, under such circumstances, I 
frequently give answers which, in retrospect, are incomplete, often with glaring 
omissions, as in this case."56 
Indeed, Kameny had forgotten to tell the psychiatrist about the female in his 
life, "one particular young woman (age 25)." He had not mentioned this woman 
during the session, and there is no evidence to suggest that she existed at all (indeed, 
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by this time, Kameny had been “out” as a gay man since 1954). But as Kameny 
wrote, they had been seeing "a great deal of one another," almost every day, "for 
dinner, at her apartment, at mine, or elsewhere." They talked daily while Kameny was 
on his AMS assignment in Hawaii. "I would be pleased to marry her, altho I'm not 
sure of her feelings--if she is. We're not by any means engaged, but she has no 
objection to my telling people, as I've told a number, in recent months, that we're 
considering the possibility of becoming engaged. Whether anything will come of this, 
of course, is difficult to say." Kameny suggested that Karpman could use this fact as 
"a possible item which you may care to work into any letter you write, or use as 
background for any comments or verdicts you make."57 
Kameny was, in all likelihood, willing to lie to maintain his job, but he would 
only do so through a proxy, the psychiatrist. The fabricated girlfriend did not appear 
in his own written appeal, nor did any other claims of heterosexuality. Perhaps he felt 
safer by lying through an intermediary, or perhaps it conflicted less with his principle 
of defending himself, as he was, to a government behaving irrationally. But Kameny 
must have been aware of the tension of the situation; he drafted one of his letters to 
Karpman on a piece of scrap paper that also contained a doting birthday note to Keith, 
his first lover.58 
Kameny's ploy worked. The letter Karpman ultimately wrote and signed was 
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life," wrote Karpman. He had a normal upbringing, without "any odd, peculiar 
behaviors either in childhood or adolescence which sometimes are signs and 
symptoms of the deviation yet to come." His adult sex life, meanwhile, "has been 
quite withing [sic] the limits of the normal." There had been experimentation, "of 
course, as is common and usual among young people." But Kameny was "at present 
courting a young woman with serious intentions. They are not formally engaged, but 
are close to it. Should his financial condition improve and he becomes more secure, 
and the couple become more sure of each other, there is little doubt that he will marry 
and assume a normal life as so many do. If not her, then it will be someone else by the 
trial and error method." Kameny was "entirely marriageable."59 
"I am not at all impressed with any suggestions of abnormality," continued 
Karpman. "The whole thing is a misunderstanding, I find nothing wrong with his 
behavior. That he did not act quite as the policemen thought he should act, does not 
mean that he did not act normally. Normal people react in many different ways to the 
same situation." There was "no indication of underlying pathology."60 
"These lavatories are used so often by sexual deviates," he concluded, "that 
any normal person cannot enter them without running the risk of being involved in 
something or other. Sincerely yours, Benjamin Karpman, M.D."61 
Kameny sent the various components of his defense package to the Army Map 
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Service throughout the month of January, and as he was compiling them, Kameny's 
fight suddenly became much more complicated. On January 18th, he received notice 
from the Civil Service Commission that it was barring him from service in any federal 
agency for three years. It did so not because of his falsification of Form 57, but 
because he had refused to answer questions about his "moral conduct."62 Kameny 
now faced a two-front war. Not only did he have to convince the AMS to reinstate 
him, but he now had to convince the CSC to allow the AMS to do so.63 
On February 14, Kameny appealed to the CSC. His interrogators, he 
explained, had refused to provide any specific charges against him. Such a technique 
was "quite in keeping with what we expect of the USSR and expected of the infamous 
Nazis and others of their ilk,” he wrote. “In the American tradition you must prove 
me guilty. You have not done so. You have not even begun to do so."64 
"The firing of one single government Astronomer deprives the government of 
between 2% and 4% of all the Astronomers it has at the moment, to the best of my 
knowledge," he added. Once again, Kameny did not claim to be straight. Karpman's 
letter, which he also forwarded to the CSC, told the lie for him.65 
The AMS, meanwhile, after reviewing Kameny’s defense package, officially 
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rejected his appeal on March 12.66 He was not surprised; indeed, as he saw it, the 
plaintiffs, prosecutors, judges, jury, and appeals court were the same two AMS 
officials.67  Their reasoning, however, had since changed. No longer citing the 
falsification charge, they dismissed Kameny “to better promote the efficiency of the 
Federal Service," a reference to the federal law that permitted the CSC to dismiss 
homosexuals.68 Kameny soon appeared, likely without invitation, at the office of the 
Army's Chief of Engineers--and then at the Secretary of the Army's office--to discuss 
his rejection. He found the officials there pleasant, even sympathetic. But as long as 
the CSC debarment stood, they explained, their hands were tied.69 
On March 27, after learning the CSC had also rejected his appeal, Kameny 
arrived at the CSC's headquarters.70 He insisted that he speak to somebody in the 
investigations division. He demanded that this official retrieve his record. Upon what, 
he asked, did the CSC base its charge of immoral conduct? This information could 
not be revealed, the official responded. The Commission had to protect its informants. 
Kameny persisted. Who was the official's boss? Where was his office? Kameny 
marched to the superior's office while the lower official, still carrying the 
astronomer's file, nervously followed the enraged astronomer. "This procedure was 
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repeated—and again—and again—and again, until I had worked myself up almost to 
the top of the Investigations Division," Kameny later recalled.71 
At last, Kameny reached the Chief of the Adjudication Division in the CSC's 
Bureau of Personnel Investigations, where Kameny received an important admission. 
The official said that there was nothing in his record except the San Francisco 
incident and, in Kameny's paraphrasing, the "tone and tenor, but not the gist of 
substance" of his remarks to the CSC interrogators. Kameny had finally confirmed 
that the CSC had no concrete evidence against him; it simply interpreted his refusal to 
cooperate during his November and December interrogations as an admission of 
guilt.72  
On March 30, Kameny appealed to the CSC's Chairman, Harris Ellsworth. Six 
weeks later, after receiving Ellsworth's rejection, the astronomer promptly departed 
for the CSC headquarters.73 
No, you are not able to speak to the Chairman, explained Ellsworth's assistant, 
Mrs. Helen Castle.74 Yes, she was familiar with his file. 
Was it true, asked Kameny, that it contained nothing more than the San 
Francisco incident and the "tone and tenor" of his interrogation? 
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Yes, responded Castle.75 
The astronomer returned home and wrote a second appeal to Ellsworth. His 
AMS supervisor "almost desperately" wanted him back, he wrote.76 America needed 
him, he explained. The day earlier, Dr. von Braun stated that the government needed 
to make the fullest possible use of scientists if it was to achieve parity with the 
Russians. All Kameny wanted was to get back to work for his country.77  But on June 
12, Ellsworth rejected this final appeal.78 
At the beginning of his ordeal, Kameny survived on meager savings, 
unemployment compensation, and unpaid bills. In late spring, as the AMS and CSC 
rejections carved away at Kameny's optimism, he began searching for work. If he 
could not work in the government, he would turn to academia and private industry. 
But now, in a post-Sputnik world, those institutions only hired astronomers for space 
projects. Because outer space was a matter of national security, they necessitated a 
security clearance.79  
Kameny was a marked man. He knew that his CSC file would inevitably 
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materialize in any clearance investigation. He had perhaps the most in-demand job 
training in America--an Astronomer at the beginning of the Space Age--yet no 
company would hire him. "I was flown in luxury for interviews all over the country—
Los Angeles, San Francisco, Boston, elsewhere—and treated with great deference, 
and 'wooed' with great care, until the security question came up each time," he later 
wrote.80 
If Kameny was ever going to work as an astronomer, he had no choice but to 
clear his name. And if Harris Ellsworth would not do it, then he would proceed up the 
hierarchy to the man who had appointed the CSC Chairman, Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
Kameny appealed to the president’s sympathy. The CSC was attempting to "utterly 
and permanently destroy an Astronomer" who merely wanted to help his country. "In 
a period when mankind is taking one of its greatest steps forward in all its long 
history—a step which I have been confidently predicting and looking forward to for 
many years," Kameny wrote, "I find myself especially qualified to assist."81 The 
White House did not completely ignore him. A sympathetic administration official 
contacted Ellsworth to inquire about Kameny's case. But that was the extent of the 
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later recalled.83  
If the Executive Branch was not going to help him, then he would turn to 
Congress. He wrote to his own Congressman from New York, Albert H. Bosch, and 
to the chairs of the relevant House and Senate committees, including Civil Service, 
District of Columbia, Manpower Utilization, and, of course, Senator Lyndon 
Johnson's Space Committee.84 Once again, the astronomer received sympathy. At 
least two of the elected officials, Albert Bosch and Lyndon Johnson, contacted 
Ellsworth for an explanation. “Dr. Kameny is aware of all of the circumstances of his 
case and of the reasons why it was determined by the Commission that he should be 
barred from Federal Civil Service employment,” responded Ellsworth. Kameny had 
the opportunity during his interrogations to address the charges, he continued. If 
Kameny was truly in earnest about pursuing the matter, perhaps the astronomer would 
disclose the contents of the transcripts. Ellsworth needed to say no more; the 
insinuations were fatal enough, and the Congressmen would do no more for the 
astronomer. Kameny had appealed to the highest levels of the American government, 
and he knew neither the Executive nor the Legislative would risk its political capital 
for an alleged homosexual. It marked the end of the road.85 
On September 28, two weeks after Ellsworth's damning letter to Bosch and 
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Johnson, Kameny was arrested. It occurred in Lafayette Park; he had been there late 
at night. He told Park Police officers that his only offense had been to watch another 
arrest taking place, but he soon found himself under arrest and hauled to the police 
station. Likely because he never directly solicited anyone, the police never charged 
him, but he knew the arrest would remain on his record nonetheless. He could no 
longer claim that the San Francisco incident had been a fluke. Karpman's letter was 
now laughable, and Kameny's fate was sealed.86 
At this moment, Kameny’s optimism and complacency--his assumption of 
best intentions on the part of his government—disappeared. Kameny wrote to the 
CSC Chairman on October 2, only four days after his arrest. He accused Ellsworth of 
lying to Bosch, Johnson, and the White House. "I am NOT aware of any reasons for 
which I should be barred from Federal civil service employment, and I grant none. I 
am NOT aware of all of the circumstances of my case. Despite my best efforts—and I 
have tried hard—I have been able to be presented only with vague, indefinite, 
broad—and totally unsubstantiated and unproven—allegations, insinuations, and 
suggestions of the most general and non-specific nature."87 
His CSC interrogations, "which smack of the Gestapo," proved Kameny was 
not the immoral one. “You, Mr. Ellsworth, and your commission, not I, are guilty of 
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gross immorality and grossly unethical conduct." Ellsworth, he added, was 
"demonstrating a rather psychopathic, fanatical attitude which ill-befits one in your 
position."88 He also made a new argument, a legal one. “By what right does the 
CSC—or anyone else in the Government—dare to tell a citizen what is and is not 
moral?" Kameny asked. "This is a matter of individual and personal opinion and 
religious belief. I wish to make it quite explicit that I interpret your attempt to declare 
my alleged (but unspecified and unproven) conduct as immoral, as a clear breach of 
the guarantee of freedom of religion under the first amendment to the Constitution.”89 
 The purges, moreover, were dysfunctional; homosexuals—though he did not 
dare to use that word--remained in all levels of the government. "Are you truly 
unaware that your efforts are no more likely to succeed than an attempt to empty the 
ocean with a teaspoon?" Kameny asked. "Are you aware that your Civil Service is 
over-run with the ‘tainted’ (in the sense that I am falsely accused of being tainted)?" 
The "sacred" Pentagon? The "super-super-secret" CIA? The Washington Police? 
Public school teachers? Postal workers? Yes, even "my dear old Army Map Service?" 
And the military, "so full of ‘tainted’ individuals, at all ranks from the lowest on up to 
high ranking officers, that were all discovered and discharged simultaneously, our 
whole military establishment would collapse in utter chaos?"90 









can tell you, Mr. Ellsworth, that if I had known, in 1943, ’44, and ’45, when I put my 
life into jeopardy to help fight a war against the enemies of this country, that this was 
the kind of government for which I was fighting, that this sort of thing could possibly 
happen in the United States, that all of our pretensions of personal liberty, human 
freedom, and justice which we loudly proclaim before the world, are a sham, a fraud, 
a flimsy facade, and a gross deception—if I had known this during World War II, I 
would have thought hard, and hesitated long before undertaking to fight for this 
country—and I might well not have fought at all.”91 
The Commission, wrote Ellsworth in his curt response, was unable to take any 
further action in Kameny's case.92 Johns Hopkins University rejected Kameny for a 
position two weeks later.93 Kameny's unemployment compensation was set to expire 
in December, and he had no job prospects. He wrote to Ellsworth one last time. "I 
demand to have justified to me your action in ‘killing off’ one already-trained 
scientist on superficial, trivial, irrelevant, immaterial grounds," he wrote. "What 
justification does the CSC have for its overall policy toward those who evince some 
evidence of sexual or other irregularity in their personal, private backgrounds? On 
what grounds, and by what logical, rational chain of reasoning does the CSC deduce 
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clear rigidly logical answer to the last two questions.”94 
"In two weeks, Mr. Ellsworth, my Unemployment Compensation will run 
out," wrote Kameny. "Largely through your actions, I have no prospect of a suitable 
job. My financial resources are completely exhausted. At [that] time, therefore, I plan 
simply to cease eating entirely, and to starve to death. As you enjoy your Christmas 
dinner, you might keep in mind that, through your actions, one of your fellow human 
beings will be about to die. I hope you enjoy the role of an executioner."95 
Throughout Kameny's ordeal, one option dangled above the scientist, the 
ultimate realization of the self-fulfilling prophecies made by Senator McCarthy and 
his allies. Kameny never dared to mention this option until now, after he had already 
lost everything. “There is only one alternative to complete starvation, which I have 
thus far been able to discover," he warned Ellsworth. He found this option "repugnant 
and distasteful," but he saw no other choice, especially since his own government had 
declared him persona non grata: he could work for another government. "I must 
confess that a stomach which has only occasionally been properly filled in the past 
eight months, and which has before it only the prospect of total and permanent 
emptiness, is a powerful incentive toward overcoming even such formidable obstacles 
as learning the Russian or some other language," wrote Kameny.96 
But Kameny chose to starve. His unemployment compensation and savings 
 







evaporated by the end of 1958, and he borrowed only the absolute minimum amount 
of money necessary to keep himself alive. He divided that money into a daily 
allowance of twenty cents per day, enough for two or three frankfurters and half a pot 
of mashed potatoes. Sometimes he splurged on a pot of margarine; sometimes he 
went several days without eating anything at all.97 
Only Kameny and his government knew of his starvation. It was a matter of 
principle and pride, a hunger strike without the publicity. He had spent half his life 
preparing to be an astronomer, and an astronomer he would be. "I was determined 
that while I would compromise up to a point on the type of work I would do, I was 
NOT going to throw away my training and abilities on some menial job, even if I 
starved first," he later wrote.98 But he told nobody else. His mother did not know the 
depths of his situation, and she certainly did not know he was gay. Years later, when 
asked whether the gay community could have helped him, he denied that there had 
even existed a gay community in Washington. The astronomer simply could not bring 
himself to ask for money. Taking a menial job would have implied defeat, and 
Kameny was not done fighting. In December, after realizing the futility of his 
bureaucratic appeals and lobbying efforts, he identified one last option: suing the 
government.99  
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III. The American Civil Liberties Union 
 
The American Civil Liberties Union did not believe homosexuals had civil 
liberties that needed protection. In 1951, when a woman facing expulsion from the 
Air Force asked the ACLU for assistance, it advised her to seek medical treatment 
and to "abandon homosexual relations."100 Three years later, when a homosexual 
publication, ONE Magazine, sued the U.S. Postal Service for censorship, the ACLU 
of Southern California refused to take the case.101 
In 1956, Spencer Coxe, the Executive Director of the Philadelphia ACLU, 
stumbled upon a copy of ONE. The magazine's allegations startled him. Homosexuals 
were being purged from the military, facing unconstitutional searches and seizures, 
and being sent to jail under vague "sexual psychopath" laws. He wrote to the ACLU 
headquarters in New York. "Have you seen this magazine? Have the allegations of 
denial of civil liberties against this group of our population ever been investigated by 
ACLU?"102 
“We have not seen this and should," an official responded. "Please help us to 
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broaden our sense of diversity in life."103 
Coxe forwarded the magazine to headquarters, and the ACLU began 
investigating the magazine's claims. The Union did not speak to homosexuals; 
instead, it interviewed a minister who was "somewhat of an expert on the matter of 
due process for homosexuals."104 It spoke to “several distinguished psychiatrists,” as 
the ACLU’s Staff Counsel reported, who confirmed the instability of homosexuals. 
They were sick, not a minority group.105 Within three months, the ACLU adopted an 
official policy on homosexuality.106 
   The 1957 policy statement solidified the ACLU's unspoken ban on 
assistance to homosexuals. Since the ACLU was "occasionally called upon to defend 
the civil liberties of homosexuals," it made its position very clear. "It is not within the 
province of the Union to evaluate the social validity of laws aimed at the suppression 
or elimination of homosexuals.” Meanwhile, laws against "overt acts of 
homosexuality" were constitutional, so any challenge to those laws was also "beyond 
the province of the Union.”107 
Homosexuals had rights, of course. But they were the same rights accorded to 
any other American citizen, those of due process. "We are aware that homosexuals, 
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like members of other socially heretical or deviant groups, are more vulnerable than 
others to official persecution, denial of due process in prosecution, and entrapment,” 
the Union admitted. On those matters, the ACLU could be of assistance.108 
As for the purges in the federal government, the ACLU gave its stamp of 
approval. "The ACLU has previously decided that homosexuality is a valid 
consideration in evaluating the security risk factor in sensitive positions," it declared. 
"We affirm, as does Executive Order 10450 and all security regulations made 
thereunder, that homosexuality is a factor properly to be considered only when there 
is evidence of other acts which come within valid security criteria.” In other words, if 
homosexuals were caught engaging in deviant behavior, concluded the ACLU, they 
had no right to work in the government.109 
ACLU officials no longer had to search for an excuse to avoid homosexual 
cases, for now they could simply point to their 1957 statement. In November, a 
veteran wrote with a hypothetical question. If a homosexual appealed to the ACLU 
for assistance, "would the organization be able or willing to assist him? If the 
A.C.L.U. is not concerned about this matter could I know the reason?” Alan Reitman, 
the Assistant Director of the ACLU, responded with a copy of the 1957 policy 
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That same month, when a group of New York homosexuals asked the ACLU 
to participate in a panel of “speakers representing organizations devoted to minority 
problems," the Union's response was cordial but clear.112 “While we appreciate your 
kind invitation to address your group, we must decline," Reitman wrote. "The civil 
liberties aspects of the question of sexual deviation is so small that we do not devote 
major attention to this issue.”113 One year later, the Union heard from an astronomer 
in despair. 
On December 15, 1958, Kameny spoke to Penelope Wright, an executive 
assistant at the ACLU's Washington office. She asked him for a summary of his case, 
and he sent a detailed statement that same day.114 There is no record of the ACLU's 
response to the astronomer, but that office was unlikely to take Kameny's case against 
the federal government.115 Not only did it focus on legislation, but throughout the 
1950s, ACLU Washington officials regularly funneled lists of suspected Communists 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, hoping to build "good will" and proactively 
rebut charges of its own subversion. In addition to a national office that frowned upon 
assisting homosexuals, the ACLU of the late 1950s had a clean, patriotic image to 
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The Union nevertheless took pity on Kameny, for it referred him to an 
attorney not only highly qualified, but also willing to represent Kameny for free. His 
name was Byron N. Scott. Two decades older than the astronomer, Scott had been a 
Los Angeles public school teacher before running for the United States House of 
Representatives in 1934.117  He won that race, but Scott proved to be a disappointing 
politician. An ACLU official called him a "‘liberal though unimportant 
congressman," and he lost his campaign for re-election four years later.118 Scott 
became a lawyer; the former Congressman enrolled in law school and joined the 
District of Columbia Bar in 1949.119 Senator McCarthy made his infamous speech the 
following February, and Byron Scott found his calling: defending the victims of 
McCarthyism. 
In December 1950, at the request of the ACLU, Scott took the case of a Irving 
Fox, a Berkeley scientist who faced sixteen Contempt of Congress charges after 
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refusing to testify before HUAC.120 The calm, slow-speaking former school teacher 
explained to a District Court judge that Fox had the constitutional right to avoid self-
incrimination, the judge agreed with him, and the scientist was cleared on all charges. 
121 
In 1955, William Henry Taylor--an International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
official accused of Communist espionage--complained of his Kafkaesque nightmare. 
"Not once have I been confronted with an accuser or informer; not once have I been 
allowed to cross-examine. The charges against me have always been somewhat 
elusive in that they lack precision as to date, manner, form, and content." He retained 
his job throughout the saga, but the Attorney General testified against him in 
Congress, and two Treasury Secretaries urged the IMF to terminate him. For eight 
years, he had rebutted the charges quietly, with affidavits or in closed sessions.122 
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Then Byron Scott became his attorney, and Taylor's trial became public. On 
March 28, 1955, Scott stood before the Loyalty Board and read a 107-page statement 
that systematically dismantled the allegations, concluding that they were "studded 
with inconsistencies.” Scott released the statement to the press and held a news 
conference calling for Congress to have the "decency" to allow him to cross examine 
the accuser.123 After the Loyalty Board found that Taylor had indeed "engaged in 
espionage and subversive activity," Scott demanded and received a new hearing. 124 
He tracked down the former president of the University of Hawaii, where Taylor had 
taught twenty years prior, to testify on behalf of Taylor.125 It represented, according to 
one legal scholar, a "tremendous counterattack."126  In January 1956, the Loyalty 
Board reversed its decision. Taylor was finally cleared, and Scott publicly demanded 
an apology from Attorney General Brownell, the man who had testified against 
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Taylor in Congress.127 
Scott continued taking the cases of embattled government employees, and 
press conferences became his signature tactic; he embarked upon a public crusade 
against the crusades.128 On April 12, 1959, Scott held another press conference prior 
to an especially important hearing.129 He was about to argue before the Supreme 
Court on behalf of two federal employees suing their supervisor for libel. Oral 
arguments took place on April 20, and after that date, Scott may have had a lighter 
schedule. 130 He could afford to take a case pro bono. Scott ultimately lost Barr v. 
Matteo in a 5-4 decision (the Court found that federal officials had "absolute 
immunity" against libel claims), but in April, Kameny gained an attorney well-
practiced in grinding the bureaucratic gears of McCarthyism to a halt.131 
That month, Kameny's landlord tried to evict him.132 The astronomer appeared 
before a judge to explain his situation. He had lost a government job and was actively 
searching for a new one. The judge took pity; rather than evicting him, he referred 
Kameny to the Salvation Army for food assistance. The astronomer received eleven 
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dollars’ worth of food. "A feast," he remembered later.133 Kameny contacted an 
employment agency to find a temporary job, but the company failed to place him 
anywhere. Its employees also took pity on him, so the agency itself hired him as a 
temporary worker. After sixteen months of unemployment and four months of near 
starvation, Kameny took the position. He finally had an income, albeit a tenuous one. 
And with this income, he convinced a bank to give him a loan. His short-term 
prospects looked brighter.134 
Kameny's largest source of hope, however, was in Byron N. Scott. Indeed, 
aside from his own legal successes, Scott had reason to be optimistic about Kameny's 
case; America’s politics, culture, and laws were changing. McCarthy, after all, was 
dead, and with his fall, America asked itself if the paranoia had gone too far.135 
Democrats re-gained control of Congress in 1954 and began holding hearings on 
Eisenhower's security program. Senator Hubert Humphrey, chair of the Senate 
Government Operations subcommittee, criticized the national security rationale. 
“Michelangelo might not be able to get a job under such terms," he joked.136  Dr. 
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Karpman's views of the purges became more common among his peers. In 1955, the 
Group for the Advancement of Psychiatry warned of the "injustice" caused by the 
"inflexible application" of rules against homosexuals in the government.137 
Some lawyers, meanwhile, began heeding the advice of both Kinsey and 
Karpman as they reevaluated the laws that criminalized homosexual behavior. In May 
1955, the prestigious American Law Institute met at the Mayflower Hotel in 
Washington to draft a proposed set of criminal laws, known as the Model Penal Code, 
for consideration by state legislatures. The members, consisting of eminent jurists 
from across the country, voted to include a prohibition against sodomy in an early 
draft. Learned Hand, a retired Court of Appeals judge known as the "dean of 
American jurists," then stood before his peers.138 “Criminal law which is not enforced 
is much worse than if it was not on the books at all," he argued.  “Obviously," the 
Washington Star reported, Hand’s position “accepts the findings of Dr. Alfred Kinsey 
to the effect that a good deal of adultery and sodomy goes on."139  Drawing from the 
19th century writings of John Stuart Mill, who argued the government had no right to 
interfere in an individual's life unless others were threatened, Hand spoke on behalf of 
sodomy's legalization.140 The act was "a matter of morals, a matter very largely of 
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taste, and it is not a matter that people should be put in prison about,” he argued.141 
On a 35-24 vote, the ALI decided that private, consensual sexual behavior--
including sodomy and adultery--did not truly harm others.142 "This area of private 
morals," it concluded, "is the distinctive concern of spiritual authorities.”143 The ALI 
acknowledged that sex laws diminished police resources and actually promoted 
blackmail by enabling criminals to threaten disclosure of sexual violations to 
authorities. The ALI's model penal code was only a proposal, but it opened the door, 
even if just a sliver, to an alignment between America's sexual realities and the law. 
"The age-old problem of using the law to enforce moral behavior, after slumbering 
Vesuvius-like for many years, once more seems ready to erupt," concluded the 
Star.144 
Five months after the ALI meeting, Allen Ginsberg read a poem called Howl 
to an audience in San Francisco. “I saw the best minds of my generation destroyed by 
madness," his poem declared. They were those "who let themselves be fucked in the 
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ass by saintly motorcyclists, and screamed with joy…who balled in the morning in 
the evenings in rose gardens and the grass of public parks and cemeteries scattering 
their semen freely to whomever come who may."145  
In June 1957, San Francisco police raided the City Lights bookstore to 
confiscate copies of Howl and Other Poems, arresting the shop's owner for selling 
obscene material.146 The ACLU took his case, but the assigned judge did not bode 
well for the bookstore owner. Judge Clayton W. Horn was a Sunday school teacher 
who had recently sentenced a group of shoplifters to attend a viewing of The Ten 
Commandments and write an essay on the film's moral lesson.147 After the state 
argued that Ginsberg's poem was "filthy, vulgar, obscene, and disgusting," spectators-
-many wore beards and baggy jackets--filled the courtroom to hear the judge's 
decision.148 
Cheers erupted when Judge Horn ruled for the bookkeeper. His decision was 
an ode to nonconformity and the freedom of expression. “Life is not encased in one 
formula whereby everyone acts the same or conforms to a particular pattern," he 
wrote. "No two persons think alike; we were all made from the same mold but in 
different patterns. Would there be any freedom of press or speech if one must reduce 
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his vocabulary to vapid innocuous euphemism?"149 
The publicity surrounding the trial made Howl and Other Poems a 
bestseller.150 Later that year, the Supreme Court ruled in Roth v. United States, a 
separate case, that only material dealing "with sex in a manner appealing to prurient 
interest" could be labeled obscene. Anything "having even the slightest redeeming 
social importance" was permissible. And in January 1958, without even hearing oral 
arguments, the Court cited Roth to declare that ONE, the same homosexual magazine 
that the ACLU had discovered and then avoided, was not obscene.151 
Despite its tolerance of homosexual literature, the Supreme Court had not yet 
decided that homosexuals were suitable for government service. But the Court was 
beginning to move--albeit modestly--to rein in the federal government's purges of 
loyalty and security risks. William Greene, an aeronautical engineer at a private 
corporation, designed flight simulators and rocket launchers for the Navy. He had a 
Top Secret security clearance, but in 1951, the Defense Department revoked that 
clearance; it found evidence of Communist associations. The engineer lost his job, 
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During hearings over the next three years, Greene denied the accusations, but 
not once did the government provide witnesses for cross examination. It based its 
accusations on confidential reports, but Greene could not view those, either. He sued 
the Secretary of Defense, and his case reached the Supreme Court in 1959. On April 
1, Greene's attorney argued that the government had attempted to "divine" whether 
the engineer would commit treason based solely on “anonymous hidden formats." 
The Defense Department, he argued, had not afforded Greene due process under the 
law.153  
Five days after oral arguments, Kameny wrote to the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, Earl Warren. Kameny explained the "startling parallel" between the 
government's treatment of homosexuals and the "treatment, in Germany, by Nazis, of 
the Jews." The main difference, he concluded, was "that the US has not resorted to 
crematory ovens for this minority—yet!" 
 "Anything which you can do by your decisions to weaken the security 
program," he added, "will be much to the good." Kameny waited for the Court’s 
decision.154 
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After only six weeks, Kameny lost his temporary job at the National 
Employment Service. It no longer needed him.155 He traveled to Los Angeles and San 
Francisco for a series of interviews, and the companies wined and dined him, but once 
more, as soon as their security offices became involved, their interest vanished. 
Kameny decided to take matters into his own hands.156  
On June 1, he wrote directly to Neil McElroy, the Secretary of Defense. 
Unlike aeronautical engineer William Greene, Kameny had not yet dealt with the 
Defense Department office that handled security clearances. The Army Map Service 
was under the jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission and regulated by a 
different set of laws. Kameny's letter was relatively cordial. “My potential employers 
in these positions very much wanted me, but found themselves not permitted to 
employ me," he explained. "I can be of service to this country as an Astronomer; this 
country needs my services; I wish to be of service; I need only to be allowed to be 
allowed to be of service. A word from you will enable me to be so." Kameny asked to 
meet with someone to discuss the situation.157 
The letter represented a new tactic. Perhaps officials would be more 
understanding, he reasoned, if he was no longer just a name. The bureaucrats would 
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have to justify the astronomer's exclusion to his face. The next day, Kameny received 
a call from the Pentagon. An official in the Office of Security Policy, R. L. Applegate, 
invited him to discuss the matter the next day.158 
On June 3, the astronomer walked into an office on the fourth floor of the 
mammoth, pentagonal headquarters of the United States Military.159 Applegate and 
two of his colleagues listened to Kameny for over an hour. They were sympathetic 
but noncommittal; Applegate explained that companies often had their own security 
policies that were independent of the Pentagon's clearance policies. He could only 
promise to look into Kameny's case. Though the meeting did not offer a resolution, it 
represented progress. By asking for a discussion rather than direct intervention, he at 
least could make his case in person. “I wanted action, and I wanted it promptly," he 
later wrote. "I got it!”160 
On June 17th, Byron Scott filed Kameny's complaint against Secretary of the 
Army Wilber M. Brucker in the D.C. District Court. The document was simple and 
brief. First and foremost, Scott argued, Kameny had no intent to deceive in his Form 
57. The other arguments, however, largely mirrored those made by William Greene's 
attorney before the Supreme Court only weeks earlier. Kameny's exclusion was based 
on mere suspicion of homosexuality, and the government had no concrete facts to 
substantiate the suspicion. Moreover, the government had never afforded Kameny the 
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opportunity to rebut any specific claims, thus depriving him of procedural due 
process.161 
The complaint raised another issue that Kameny had been contemplating since 
he had secured Scott as his attorney. Because nobody had ever sued the government 
for its gay purges, his suit was a newsworthy event. Newspapers could easily learn 
about it and report the details of Kameny's case, including his arrest. In the midst of 
another job search, publicity would only make matters worse. Kameny mentioned his 
concerns to Scott. Was it possible to remain anonymous? 
Yes, explained Scott. The case could be styled either Anonymous v. Brucker or 
Kameny v. Brucker. Kameny had a month to think about it while Scott prepared the 
papers. 
Over the next month, Kameny considered his dilemma. "Whatever the 
problems might be in facing the world," he later explained, "there were much worse 
problems in facing myself." He knew he would not be able to look himself in the eye 
if he did not fight the case as himself, Franklin E. Kameny. The lawsuit became 
Kameny v. Brucker.162 
To Kameny’s relief, Washington’s newspapers ignored his complaint. He 
could only wait for the government's response and, eventually, a hearing.  On June 
29, the Supreme Court ruled in favor of aeronautical engineer William Greene. A 
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clearance holder, it found, could not "be deprived of the right to follow his chosen 
profession without full hearings where accusers may be confronted and cross-
examined."163  
The next day, R. L. Applegate--writing from the same office that had denied 
Greene a clearance--sent another letter to Kameny. No company had yet requested a 
security clearance for the astronomer because each company proactively assumed, he 
would not receive one. "An arrest record, in and of itself, does not necessarily 
disqualify a person for a security clearance," Applegate added. "It is not unusual for 
persons with unfortunate or regrettable incidents in their past to be found by the 
Department of Defense to be sufficiently trustworthy and reliable to be granted a 
security clearance."164 Kameny, disappointed that he had not received a direct 
promise of a clearance, appeared at the Pentagon once again.165 
Applegate said he would help Kameny any way he could, and he even 
admitted that Kameny's suit represented the best route to a security clearance. He 
wished him luck. To Kameny's surprise, Applegate then asked the astronomer a 
surprising question. What do you think of the Department's homosexual policies? 
They were unduly and unnecessarily harsh, responded Kameny. The blanket denial of 
a clearance to all homosexuals was quite unwarranted. No such blanket denial exists, 
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responded Applegate, but Kameny remained dubious. Was it really possible for a 
known, currently active, overt homosexual to obtain or to retain a clearance? Yes, 
said Applegate. Kameny, so shocked by the admission, asked his question two more 
times, and once again as he exited Applegate's office. Each time, he received the same 
clear response.166 
Kameny now had something invaluable, a security official's assertion--both in 
person and in writing--that neither an arrest nor homosexuality per se made him 
ineligible for a clearance. With Applegate's letter in hand, Kameny held the Pentagon 
official to his word. He applied for several astronomy-related jobs, and when 
employers asked for references that would attest to his suitability, Kameny did not 
just list his usual Harvard and Georgetown references; he now listed R. L. Applegate 
of the Department of Defense Security Programs Division.167 
He wrote to Johns Hopkins, which had rejected him in 1958, asking to be 
"reconsidered for any position" open to him. "I have in my possession a letter from 
Mr. Applegate," he wrote, that indicated "there would probably be no great obstacle 
to my being granted a clearance once formal application had been made for one."168 
At least one company phoned the Pentagon to verify the astronomer's claims. 










for work involving access to classified information," the Security Office replied.169 
And in July, Kameny wrote Applegate to thank him for their last meeting. “In 
consequence of your letter and your comments in our second discussion, my situation 
has been greatly improved," he said.170 
Kameny's analysis of the larger homosexual issue had also evolved. “I have 
done a great deal of thinking, since our second meeting, upon the matters you brought 
up and which we discussed, in somewhat veiled terms, during the last third of our 
conversation," he wrote Applegate. (His letter was also veiled; not once did he use the 
word "homosexual.") Applegate had asserted that a homosexual without anything to 
fear, without anything to hide from blackmailers, would have no problem getting a 
security clearance. If a homosexual was known to his family, co-workers, and the 
world as a homosexual, then he would be immune from blackmail. “It is not society’s 
attitude toward these people which is important, or even relevant," Kameny wrote, 
"but the attitude of these people toward society and toward themselves.”171 
Those attitudes were changing. “In past years, society did a remarkably 
effective job of brainwashing large numbers of the group in question, persuading 
them into feelings of guilt and shame, loss of self-respect, etc. It still does so, or tries 
to, but to a vastly decreased and steadily decreasing degree. Most of these people, 
nowadays, know, in these matters wherein they differ from the majority of society, 
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that for themselves they are in the right and the attitudes of society toward them are 
wrong.” Yes, society was becoming "notably and increasingly more tolerant," but 
more importantly, "these people" were gaining self-respect.172 
Kameny soon began to hear back from potential employers, but for many, the 
Pentagon's reassurances had not been enough. As Applegate warned, private 
institutions had their own policies, and as Kameny learned, their own prejudices. A 
military research group at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology made its position 
clear. “It would appear that there exists a reasonable chance of a clearance being 
granted for you if we were to request it," but there was also "an administrative policy 
aspect" that would "preclude our offering you employment irrespective of any 
security problems.”173 NASA, formed only months earlier, also rejected the 
astronomer.174 
In early September, however, Kameny found a job as a scientist. The Gardner 
Laboratory developed testing devices for paint and other coating materials, and 
because it sold those devices to the general public, the position did not require a 
security clearance. Kameny could finally eat, and with a job, he could focus his 
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energies on his lawsuit.175 
The first hearing in Kameny’s case took place the next month. The 
government argued that Kameny's three-year debarment from the civil service was 
intended to provide "a necessary period of rehabilitation before he is allowed to take 
examinations in or be appointed to the competitive service." As Kameny later put it, 
the CSC argued it had followed "the necessary forms, rites, rituals and ceremonies," 
and the court did not have the authority to question the dismissal.176  
Kameny waited for a decision. And while he waited, he tested an expansion of 
the extralegal tactic that had worked so well with Applegate and his job search. He 
began demanding meetings with authorities and then capturing their denials of 
homosexual discrimination on record. 
Because homosexuals could not dance in Washington's gay bars, a group of 
homosexuals established a private club in a large rented house near Dupont Circle. 
There, men could dance with men. One night in November, the police raided the 
house. Kameny had read reports that the police department was hoping to increase its 
size by several hundred officers, so he wrote to the Police Commissioner. He 
threatened to protest the increase in funding—perhaps he would write to Congress or 
to Washington’s newspapers, the Commissioner may have reasoned—unless the 
Department could explain its raid.177 Soon thereafter, Kameny received a call from a 
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man with a slow, deep voice. This is Chief Blick, he said. Come to my office at 9:00 
tomorrow morning. 
It was the Chief of the Washington Vice Squad. Kameny could have made that 
appointment, but he wanted to make his authority clear. Kameny told Blick he was 
unavailable. 
Well, I can phone your employer, the Chief responded. 
Kameny refused and offered to come at 2:00 PM, a few days later. 
On that date, the astronomer arrived at the Police Headquarters and met Blick, 
an intimidating figure. On the force for nearly thirty years, Blick had helped organize 
the sex squad in 1940. Early in his career, a tear gas shell exploded in his face during 
a raid, leaving him with only one eye.178 
As Kameny sat down, Blick began asking questions. Where do you work? 
Where do you live? 
Kameny ignored the questions and instead began scolding the Chief of the 
Vice Squad. The raids were "perfectly illegal" and a waste of police resources. 
Moreover, why was there a prohibition of dancing in public places? 
The Chief explained that the police had no objections to such behavior as long 
as "nothing indecent" occurred. 
That answer was too vague, the astronomer replied; what did "indecent" 
mean?  
 




People groping each other, responded Blick. 
"And with that in hand," Kameny later recalled, "I began to push for dances in 
gay bars."179 
Judge Burnita S. Matthews, a Truman appointee and the country's first female 
district judge, granted the government's motion to dismiss Kameny’s AMS case on 
December 22, 1959.180 She found "no genuine issue of material fact.”181 His case 
dismissed, Kameny had lost the first round. Byron Scott appealed, hoping to convince 
the Court of Appeals to remand the case back to the District Court for a full trial. 
Scott simply had to prove there were valid issues at stake; the more substantive 
arguments would come later. As Scott explained to Kameny, the appeal was "taking 
just a small bite."182 Scott filed the appeal on April 8, 1960. and once again, the 
government argued that the AMS and CSC actions were not subject to review by the 
courts. Still, Scott was optimistic. "My attorney says that they have no valid argument 
there," Kameny wrote.183 
On May 5, Kameny wrote to the Mattachine Society of New York (MSNY). 
"This will be a very long letter," he warned. He explained his saga, and he gave 
 
179 Frank Kameny, interviewed by Genny Beemyn, Washington, DC, March 20, 1994; Lahusen 
Interview. 
 
180 FEK to MSNY, May 5, 1960, Box 44, Folder 1, FEK Papers; “Burnita S. Matthews Dies at 93; First 
Woman on U.S. Trial Courts,” New York Times, April 28, 1988.  
 
181 “Petition for a Writ of Certiorari,” Kameny v. Brucker, 1A. 
 
182 FEK to ONE Magazine, August 27, 1960, Box 44, Folder 1, FEK Papers.  
 




insight into his relationship with Scott. “My attorney and I have worked closely 
together on this—I have not been just a passive participant; many of our arguments 
originated with me." Although they were only arguing now that his case should be 
heard in the first place, Kameny explained, "we are holding the following arguments 
in reserve, ready to be used.”184 
Kameny had done a great deal of thinking since his productive conversation 
with Applegate. When it came to security clearances, he concluded that "a 
homosexual who is willing, should the necessity arise, to stand up on his own two 
legs before the world, as he is, and to defend his right to live his life as he chooses, 
can get and retain a clearance."185 
Though the civil service barred homosexuals because of their "immoral 
conduct" rather than their risk to national security, the CSC never defined what 
constituted immoral conduct; morality, after all, was an arbitrary concept. If Kameny 
could convince the government--and other homosexuals--that deviant sexual behavior 
was not immoral, then the law would not apply. "By Unwritten rule only, of long 
standing, homosexuality is considered immoral," he explained. Just as recent 
decisions were "slapping down equally vague definitions of obscenity," Kameny 










Kameny and Scott were thus prepared to make an unprecedented legal 
argument: homosexuality was morally good. "We assert, flatly, and without 
compromise," Kameny told the MSNY, "that homosexuality whether by act or by 
mere inclination, is not immoral, and, in fact, that it can be cogently argued that for 
those so inclined, it is moral in a positive sense.”187 
Emboldened with a job and a full stomach, Kameny was not the same man 
who had lied about a nonexistent future fiancée. For the first time, he could envision a 
future in which he had to sacrifice neither his principles nor his livelihood. “The past 
2 1/2 years have not been easy ones," he wrote. "I am, perhaps, just beginning to 'see 
the light' after an extended period of darkness." So he would fight, and he would fight 
as a homosexual who saw his condition as a positive, moral trait. “I am not a 
belligerent person, nor do I seek wars," Kameny explained, "but having been forced 
into battle, I am determined that this thing will be fought."188 
 
IV. The Kameny Brief 
 
After an Appeals Court hearing on May 18, Kameny wrote back to MIT, 
which had rejected him nine months earlier, to shame the institution for its "ultra-
conservative personnel policies." The astronomer projected new pride. 







nothing in my life of which I am ashamed, nor of which I feel guilty, nor, in regard to 
which, I cannot 'look anyone squarely in the eye.’” His case was "being vigorously 
fought through the courts," he explained. "I expect to win."189 
But on June 6, a three-judge panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals unanimously 
affirmed the dismissal of Kameny's case. The AMS had given "specific details" for 
his removal and accorded "all procedural prerogatives," so any consideration of the 
CSC's decision-making was therefore "unnecessary."190 
Scott and Kameny requested a rehearing, and they now introduced their 
"reserve" arguments. It was a Hail Mary; perhaps the Court, like Applegate, would 
take pity on an astronomer willing to fight openly as a homosexual. "My attorney 
informs me," Kameny wrote to ONE Magazine, "that the case has created a 
considerable stir at the Court of Appeals, since this represents the first time anyone 
has ever challenged the Government’s policies on these matters—particularly on 
constitutional rather than procedural or mere factual grounds.”191 
The Appeals Court should re-hear his case, the petition argued, because the 
government discharged Kameny "solely because he was suspected of homosexuality." 
The fact that his "sex life may be different from other citizens bears no reasonable 
relation to the objective of bettering the efficiency of the Federal Service." And, 
above all, Kameny had a "federally guaranteed right to be free from discrimination 
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which, he submits, is no less illegal than discrimination based on religious or racial 
grounds."192 
It was no coincidence that Kameny first made the comparison between 
homosexual and racial discrimination in the summer of 1960. The Greensboro sit-ins 
were coming to a successful end. Segregationists, gripping the mantle of moral 
authority, had long argued that the mixing of the races would weaken the country and 
aid the Communists. But then the young demonstrators at Greensboro--well-dressed, 
silent, and thoroughly non-violent--attempted to order hamburgers at a Woolworth's 
lunch counter. Americans watched white retaliators--"duck-tailed sideburned 
swaggers, the rednecked hatemongers, the Ku Klux Klan," as TIME described them--
repeatedly attack the stoic protesters. After Woolworth's desegregated the lunch 
counter in July, how could Southern whites possibly claim civility and moral 
authority?193 
Perhaps homosexuals could someday claim moral authority for themselves, 
thought Kameny; indeed, the country and its laws were changing at an accelerating 
rate. In July, Kameny read a Washington Post editorial about the debate in the 
aftermath of the United Kingdom's Wolfenden Report, which had recommended the 
legalization of homosexual behavior.194 "However offensive it may be to the mores of 
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the majority, homosexuality is a fact of life," the Post declared. America needed a 
discussion like the one taking place in England. After all, "ancient taboos can be 
overthrown only by patient persuasion."195 
The next month, the District's Municipal Court of Appeals issued a decision 
that suggested some American judges were amenable to overthrowing those taboos. In 
1959, a Vice Squad officer telephoned a suspected homosexual, Calvin Rittenour, at 
his home. The officer pretended to be a "down and out" man stranded in Washington, 
given Rittenour's number by someone at the bus station. He asked if he could stay at 
Rittenour's home until he could catch a bus out of town. Rittenour agreed. The 
disguised officer arrived at his house, and after talking for a while, Rittenour reached 
for the officer's groin. What do you have in mind? the officer asked. Rittenour told 
him, and the officer promptly arrested him.196 
The homosexual was sentenced to sixty days in jail, but he fought the charges, 
and on August 19, 1960, he won his appeal. The Court ruled that "lewd, obscene, or 
indecent" sexual acts--the same charge Kameny faced in San Francisco--were legal 
when "done privately in the presence of only one other person who solicited or 
consented to the act." The Court also ruled that because the officer entrapped 
Rittenour in his own home, Rittenour "was arrested, tried and convicted on a charge 
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of being a homosexual; but under our law homosexuality is not a crime."197 
Once again, the Post published an encouraging editorial. The Rittenour 
decision "rendered a service to common sense and common decency." The police, it 
wrote, were the ones behaving immorally by resorting to entrapment. “There is no 
better word for this than disgusting.”198 
In the nearly three years of his struggle, Kameny had witnessed jurists, the 
media, and the reading public reevaluate the definitions of morality, obscenity, and 
justice. To win his case, he only had to convince two or three Appeals Court judges 
that his case had nothing to do with falsification, security, or efficiency, and that it 
had everything to do with his status as a homosexual citizen. Perhaps, like in 
Greensboro and Rittenour, the scales of morality would tip in favor of the persecuted 
once more. 
On August 31, 1960, the Court of Appeals denied Kameny's petition for a 
rehearing, and later that fall, Byron Scott declined to take Kameny v. Brucker to the 
Supreme Court. The attorney, after fighting for Kameny nearly two years without 
pay, could not identify a path to a favorable decision. If Kameny wanted to plead his 
case before the nation's highest court, he would have to do it alone.199 
"If I'd gone that far, I simply wanted to go on," Kameny later explained. Scott 
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rule book and examples of a petition for writ of certiorari, the document that would 
explain why the Court should take his case. Scott helped draft a request for a time 
extension, and Kameny then received a letter--on blue stationary signed by Earl 
Warren, he later boasted--granting him sixty more days.200 
With the petition, the likelihood that the media report on his case—that his 
employers, his family, and the public would learn of his condition--increased 
exponentially. "Thus far it has received no newspaper publicity," explained Kameny 
to ONE Magazine in August. "But that, unfortunately, may end.201 
As Kameny worked on his brief, he saw signs that the decade would bring 
change. In November, America elected as its president the young Catholic senator 
who had spoken at Kameny's Harvard PhD commencement only four years earlier. 
Meanwhile, cracks seemed to be growing in the foundation of moral authority 
that enabled the policing of gay Washington. That month, the Post reported on a 
recent moment of absurdity. One evening, a uniformed Park Police officer was 
patrolling Lafayette Park when he saw three men lingering by the lavatory. 
What are you men doing? asked the officer, a black man. Mind your own 
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business, responded one of the men. The officer arrested the man and led him, 
struggling, to a call station. The detainee called for help, and the two other loitering 
men ran towards the officer. According to the Post, the officer "promptly and 
efficiently, employing his judo training for the purpose, flipped all three of them onto 
their backs and into the park shrubbery.” The officer then recognized one of them as a 
member of the Metropolitan Police Morals Division. All three were undercover police 
officers who had been waiting to catch homosexuals in the park restroom; not once 
had they identified themselves. The Park Police gave its officer a fifteen-day 
suspension, without a hearing, for his "inability to work harmoniously with the 
Metropolitan Policemen."202 
“In a town where crime is rampant and on the increase," asked the Post, "why 
should three (3) detectives of the Metropolitan Police be stationed in Lafayette Park? 
And why should they be out of uniform? The answer is obvious. The Morals Division 
clutters up Lafayette Park, a known gathering place for homosexuals, with coveys of 
detectives whose ugly errand is to entice some unfortunate into making an advance 
that can be taken as a basis for arresting him. The whole process borders on 
provocation and entrapment. Why should the simple job of policing Lafayette Park 
not be done by ordinary policemen—in uniform?” The real moral actor was the black 
Park Police officer, punished for doing his job. ”He showed simply a considerable 
skill at judo and a highly developed sense of decency,” concluded the Post.203 
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President Kennedy was inaugurated on January 20, 1961. Kameny read his 
speech in the Star. "We observe today not a victory of party, but a celebration of 
freedom, symbolizing an end as well as a beginning, signifying renewal as well as 
change," began Kennedy. He warned of "destruction unleashed by science" that could 
"engulf all humanity in planned or accidental self-destruction." When the astronomer 
reached the immortal line--"my fellow Americans: ask not what your country can do 
for you--ask what you can do for your country"--he reached for his pen, drew brackets 
around that phrase, and saved the speech for the rest of his life.204 
One week later, Frank Kameny submitted the first Supreme Court petition 
ever written against the federal government's gay purges. It was a modest proposal. 
"This court is asked, merely, to affirm that issues and questions of sufficient validity 
and gravity exist to warrant the granting of a full court hearing to the case in all of its 
aspects.” 
He wrote for a minority that composed "10% of our population at the very 
least---perhaps, at least some 15,000,000. This is a group comparable in size to the 
Negro minority in our country, and of roughly the same order of magnitude as the 
Catholic minority; a group of some 2 ½ times the size of the country’s Jewish 
minority and comparable to the world’s Jewish population." 
Kameny had been "branded, publicly and (if they are not reversed) 
permanently, by the majesty of the United States Government, as a dishonest person, 
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and as an immoral person, neither of which he is. And he has been so branded without 
a shred of fact to bear out the accusations, and, more important, without a chance to 
defend himself in an impartial hearing." 
The petition had another purpose, he acknowledged, to teach the Court about 
the problem of the homosexual. Both the Executive and Judicial branches needed to 
be "instructed in regard to certain factual, sociological, and other realities which the 
government stubbornly ignores, and of which the Court, certainly in a formal sense, 
through an almost total lack of previous cases, arguments, decisions, and precedents, 
is uninformed.”205 
Then, for sixty pages, the astronomer detailed his arguments. He began with 
the overriding fact that no immoral behavior had occurred in San Francisco. Unlike 
his early appeals, his brief did not deny his participation in the ritual of the tearoom; 
instead, he denied the immorality of what occurred. “Illegal conduct (not an issue 
here) may conceivably have occurred,” he admitted, “but not immoral conduct." The 
falsification charge was bogus. “Given the present climate of suspicion and 
persecution," he argued, "it would have been the height of folly and the depth of 
stupidity to admit the arrest and then to falsify details, which, with assurance, would 
have been discovered anyhow."206 
The Civil Service Commission, he continued, refused to provide specific 
evidence to substantiate its allegations of immoral conduct. Its ban on immoral 
 
205 “Petition for a Writ of Certiorari,” Kameny v. Brucker, 18. 
 




behavior was "far too vague to be implemented," and it imposed "an odious 
conformity" on government employees. The CSC’s decisions were therefore 
"punitive, and, therefore, arbitrary and capricious."207 
Plus, Kameny argued, regulating morality at all was unconstitutional. Morals 
were "a matter of a citizen’s personal opinion and his individual religious belief," so 
by "establishing a tyranny over the mind of the citizen," CSC regulations violated "the 
provisions, stipulations, spirit, and intent" of the First Amendment.208  
The purges were irrational, too. Even if the Court believed the government's 
actions were factually supported, procedurally correct, the regulations constitutional, 
and the policies non-discriminatory, the purges were destined to fail. “The incredible 
amounts of time, effort, manpower and money wasted by the various government and 
military investigative agencies in trying to ferret out these people, and the near-
complete failure of their efforts to do so, will attest fully to the lack of distinguishing 
characteristics among homosexuals."209 
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He attacked the doctors and the politicians who labeled homosexual both sick 
and a security threat. Kinsey found that homosexuals were not sick, and as for the 
Hoey Report, the 1950 Senate document that justified the purges, it was “a mass of 
misstatement, misinformation, non sequiturs, prejudiced judgments (in the original 
sense of the word “prejudiced”), specious reasoning, sheer fabrication, and 
fallacy.”210  
He called the government to act ahead of public opinion, just as it had acted in 
the confrontations of the 1950s Civil Rights Movement; the public's position was 
irrelevant. "There will be no riots in the streets if homosexuals are no longer fired 
from the government service; no government buildings will be blown up; there will 
be no need to call out troops to protect Federal employees; there will be no mass 
resignations or boycotts of the Federal service, or any other signs of protest analogous 
to those occurring in the South in regard to racial integration." 
Just as in the Jim Crow South, his case was, above all, a matter of morality. 
Not only was the government’s enforcement of morality unconstitutional, but the 
purges themselves were immoral, too. "The government’s regulations, policies, 
practices and procedures, as applied in the instant case to petitioner specifically, and 
as applied to homosexuals generally, are a stench in the nostrils of decent people, an 
offense against morality, an abandonment of reason, an affront to human dignity, an 
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improper restraint upon proper freedom and liberty, a disgrace to any civilized 
society, and a violation of all that this nation stands for.” 
And if the government’s behavior was so clearly immoral, what did that mean 
about his own behavior? Indeed, Kameny asked, "what is immoral conduct?" He 
answered with an amplified version of what he had declared the previous summer: 
"Petitioner asserts, flatly, unequivocally, and absolutely uncompromisingly, that 
homosexuality, whether by mere inclination or by overt act, is not only not immoral, 
but that for those choosing voluntarily to engage in homosexual acts, such acts are 
moral in a real and positive sense, and are good, right, and desirable, socially and 
personally."211  
For Kameny, it was merely a logical argument, a tactical maneuver to prove 
the arbitrary nature of the government’s reliance on a moral code. The government 
argued homosexuality was immoral, so he would argue it was moral. Who could 
argue otherwise, other than a misinformed society and a God who, in the eyes of the 
atheistic Kameny, did not exist? 
By submitting the brief with his true name, fully aware of the likelihood that 
the media would report on the circumstances of his case, Kameny made this claim of 
morality with openness. Kameny did not explicitly identify as a homosexual in his 
brief, but neither did he deny engaging in homosexual activity; rather, he denied 
engaging in immoral activity. He allowed the court to label him as a homosexual on 
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its own. But now, if the Defense Department claimed he was susceptible to blackmail, 
he could simply point to his brief, for it meant he had nothing to hide.  
Though Kameny did not yet label it as such, by exposing the arbitrary of the 
purges with his own, contrary logic, he formulated gay pride as a political tool of 
resistance against the federal government, a weapon to be wielded, for now, only in 
the courts. Gay pride was not yet a psychological tactic, but purely a legal one. In 
later years, as mass demonstrations and cries of black or gay power emerged as the 
more visible political tools, Kameny—and subsequently, historians—failed to identify 
his brief as the origin of pro-gay legal argumentation in America. Yet, in 1961, 
Kameny recognized the growing evidence that a minority group could claim morality 
for itself in a rapidly-changing legal and cultural landscape, and he crafted a 
manifesto that would guide his legally-oriented strategy and ideology of pride for the 
next decade. Indeed, the Kameny Brief marked a declaration of war by a new political 
entity, the Proud Plaintiff. 
“In World War II,” wrote Kameny, “petitioner did not hesitate to fight the 
Germans, with bullets, in order to help preserve his rights and freedoms and liberties, 
and those of others. In 1960, it is ironically necessary that he fight the Americans, 
with words, in order to preserve, against a tyrannical government, some of those same 
rights, freedoms and liberties, for himself and for others. He asks this court, by its 
granting a writ of certiorari, to allow him to engage in that battle.” 
On March 21, 1961, Kameny received another blue piece of paper signed by 










Chapter Two: The Lavender Union 
 
During the last week of July 1961, homosexuals in the Washington area 
received their invitation from the Mattachine Society of New York. “Dear Friend,” it 
began, “What will you be doing next Tuesday, August 1st? If you are interested in 
being part of an exciting social movement, then plan to attend a meeting of the 
Mattachine Society at the Manger Hay-Adams Hotel. Representatives of the Society 
will be on hand to discuss plans for forming a Mattachine group in Washington.”1 
“You will also have the opportunity to meet with men and women, who like 
yourself, are seeking means for a greater understanding of the homosexual and his 
problems in our society. Recent progress in educating the public about sexual 
deviation will be reviewed. It is our purpose to show that the mutual cooperation of 
both laymen and professional members of the public can focus attention on the need 
for further research and open discussion of sex behavioral problems in your 
community. We are looking forward to seeing you on Tuesday.”2 
The organization that materialized in Washington four months later, however, 
cared little about the education of the public or academic research on sexual deviancy. 
In this chapter, which explores the early days of Kameny’s new organization, the 
 





Mattachine Society of Washington, I argue that his Society was, from the beginning, a 
legal organization that modeled itself not on other homophile organizations, but on 
the NAACP. Its legal strategy and ideology drew not from the existing movement (or 
even prevailing civil libertarian argumentation), but from the arguments of pride that 
the Society’s founder articulated—and then disseminated nationally—in his Supreme 
Court petition, the Kameny Brief. Between 1961 and 1963, the MSW systematically 
worked, first, to replicate Kameny’s own legal battle and, second, to convince the 
newly-formed National Capital Area Civil Liberties Union that homosexuals did, 
indeed, have civil liberties to protect. After a concerted lobbying effort and the 
NCACLU’s witness to state surveillance and prosecution, Kameny’s Society found 
success. 
This chapter begins with an exploration of the immediate influence of the 
Kameny Brief. Though the Court refused to hear the astronomer’s case, the document 
initiated an instantaneous ripple effect within the decade-old homophile movement. 
Because of Kameny’s unprecedented act, the astronomer found national authority. 
Groups of homosexuals—like the publishers of ONE Magazine, which had a long 
history of defiant rhetoric—leapt upon his use of pride as legal tactic, spreading news 
of his arguments through homophile communication networks. In turn, Kameny, 
bolstered by the Kennedy Administration’s promises of a New Frontier, also learned 
that despite his own legal failure, there existed the potential of finding other plaintiffs 
willing to sue the federal government. 
The Kameny Brief, however, remained an aspirational document. When Frank 
Kameny organized his own civil liberties group of homosexuals, he and his co-
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founders immediately recognized the necessity of secrecy. His constituency, which 
included a significant proportion of closeted homosexuals employed within the 
federal government, had much more to lose than he did. He was a marked man, and 
they were not. If Kameny wanted to mobilize homosexuals, he would have to 
moderate the second component of his legal strategy, openness. Because of the 
necessity of secrecy that resulted from the realities of a heavily-policed gay 
Washington, there existed a tension between Kameny’s legal arguments and the 
Society’s security protocol. As a result, gay pride—not yet embraced by the 
organization itself—remained confined in the legal cases of men who could afford to 
proclaim it. 
Just as Kameny filled a vacuum within the homophile movement—the result 
of the 1961 collapse of the national, California-based Mattachine Society—he also 
filled a vacuum within the ACLU. With the formation of a Washington affiliate of the 
Union, occurring virtually simultaneously with the formation of the MSW, Kameny 
and his legally-minded Society took advantage of the empty docket of a fledgling 
legal organization looking for new cases and causes to adopt. Meanwhile, as a result 
of the dissemination of his Supreme Court brief, Kameny rapidly found allies in this 
effort. In little over a year, the Society convinced the NCACLU’s Chairman, despite 
the hesitancy of the Union’s other attorneys, to adopt the case of MSW Secretary 
Bruce Scott, another plaintiff willing to emulate Kameny’s legal battle.  Though the 
MSW experimented with new techniques, including congressional and bureaucratic 
lobbying efforts, the disappointing results guided the Society back to its raison d’être, 
the formation of a coordinated homosexual legal assault against the federal 
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government. 
Kameny’s attempts to illustrate the plight of the homosexual to the straight 
attorneys of the NCACLU, though effective, were significantly less persuasive than 
another factor, the Union’s witness to visible, tangible acts of state surveillance and 
homosexual persecution. The astronomer’s direct observation of the machinery and 
logic of the purges had served as a radicalizing moment, propelling him to turn to the 
courts and homophile activism. Now, in a similar phenomenon, the ACLU’s direct 
observation of that same machinery and logic served as a radicalizing moment for the 
heterosexual attorneys. With the Society’s guidance, they saw the state—at both the 
federal and municipal levels—successfully infiltrate the homosexual organization, 
purge its members from their federal jobs, and, most visible of all, harass them in the 
previously safe bars of gay Washington. As a result, the NCACLU, once merely 
sympathetic, adopted the cause of the Proud Plaintiff with vigor. Put simply, the 
Lavender Scare created the Lavender Union. 
 
I. The Creation of the Mattachine Society of Washington 
 
After the Court’s rejection, Kameny prepared to re-initiate his fight, this time 
against a more progressive Administration. On May 15, he wrote to John F. Kennedy 
and enclosed his Supreme Court petition, which told "the entire story." Although 
Kennedy’s administration had taken a "firm and admirable stand" on minority rights, 
wrote Kameny, it still engaged in an "active, virulent conspiracy” to abuse 
homosexuals. Kennedy had promised progress, so Kameny pointed to five areas in 
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which progress was needed: laws relating to homosexual behavior, federal 
employment practices, military policies, security clearance procedures, and finally, 
the public's "primitive attitudes," which called for education. Kameny used the 
President's words against him. "You have said: ‘Ask not what can your country do for 
you, but what can you do for your country.’ I know what I can best do for my 
country, but my country’s government, for no sane reason, will not let me do it."3 
He never heard back from Kennedy. So the next month, Kameny wrote to the 
new CSC Commissioner, John Macy, Jr. Though the Commissioner had recently 
boasted in speeches about the government's non-discriminatory personnel policies, his 
Commission was nothing but "a corps of professional, rabid, fanatical ‘queer’-
hungers and ‘queer’-haters," no different from the Nazi party or the Ku Klux Klan. 
Kameny hinted at the magnitude--and growing anger--of the minority that Macy 
would soon face. “The winds of change are blowing, Mr. Macy. These fifteen or more 
million Americans are not going to stand, indefinitely, for the type of discrimination, 
persecution, suppression, and oppression which they have been receiving at the hands 
of your commission and other constituted authority, any more than the Negroes have 
been willing to. The homosexual in this country is in the position that the Negro was 
in about 1925, when he first began to fight, in a coordinated fashion, for his proper 
rights.”4 
And despite the disintegration of the Mattachine, there were pockets of the 
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homophile movement that were indeed ready for a fight. ONE magazine, which had 
spun off from one of the original Mattachine discussion groups in Los Angeles, 
maintained its militancy and pride for nearly a decade. In its battles with the 
government, it had won. When the Los Angeles Postmaster seized copies of the 
“obscene, lewd, lascivious and filthy" magazine in 1954, ONE took him to court. And 
four years later, after a series of failed appeals, the Supreme Court ruled in the 
homosexual magazine's favor.5 And in January 1961, the theme of the magazine's 
Midwinter Institute was "A Homosexual Bill of Rights," which horrified its more 
conservative attendees. "One cannot demand or legislate attitudes," argued the 
Daughters of Bilitis president.6 Although the conference failed to ratify a final 
document, the discussion was shifting--from education and research to demanding 
rights.7 
That summer gave Kameny further proof of why Washington homosexuals 
needed to organize. For one, Gay Washington remained under siege. On the night of 
May 20, Washington Vice Squad Detective Louis Fochett attended a drag show. In 
high school, he had planned to become a professional dancer.8 But now, for the third 
time in a week, he was watching a troupe of three female impersonators—as part of 
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his job. And this time, in the middle of their performance, he stood--along with five 
other officers--and arrested the "statuesque brunettes," as Post called them, for an 
indecent performance.9 
The federal government would not be helping them. One month later, CSC 
Chairman John Macy, Jr. responded to Kameny's appeal for a New Frontier approach 
to homosexual policies. "The Commission's policy," Macy informed him, "based on 
impartial consideration of many cases involving all aspects of human behavior, is that 
homosexuals or sexual perverts are not suitable for Federal employment."10 Kameny 
responded by accusing him of advocating homosexual "genocide through permanent 
unemployment.”11  
Earlier in the year, Kameny had braced for his own name to appear in print 
while he waited for the Supreme Court's decision. Washington papers regularly 
reported on cases that the Court turned down, and there was every likelihood they 
would report on the unprecedented homosexual suit. Indeed, the Supreme Court 
appeared on the front page of the Star the day it rejected Kameny's case. But that 
article was about a different discrimination case, the appeal of three black students 
jailed for participating in Louisiana lunch counter sit-ins. Kameny v. Brucker was 
hidden, in a small paragraph, between a list of other rejected appeals.12 
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Kameny was certain that nobody, including his employer, saw the article. But 
on July 10, he received an unsettling letter. A subscriber of ONE magazine had read 
about his case and requested a copy of his petition. Kameny had sent copies of the 
brief to ONE and the Mattachine, but he had requested anonymity. How did this man 
learn his name and his address? Who else now knew his identity?13  
Kameny wrote immediately to ONE, and he was soon reassured—and 
flattered—by its editor’s response. The magazine had indeed kept his name 
anonymous, and it had only reported on his case in its May 1961 newsletter, “ONE 
Confidential,” intended only for its most committed supporters. ONE had interrupted 
its serial coverage of the Wolfenden debates in the British Parliament to feature 
Kameny’s case. It referred to him only as “PETITIONER.”14 
The magazine had been astonished by the astronomer’s “almost incalculable 
courage.” It chronicled his entire saga, from his administrative nightmare to when he 
“drew a deep breath” and appealed to the Supreme Court. And for six paragraphs, it 
quoted his brief, including his claim that homosexual acts were “good, right, and 
desirable.” Four months after ONE’s Homosexual Bill of Rights debacle, the 
magazine lauded the astronomer’s “carefully-planned and logically-reasoned” 
exposition of the homosexual’s “basic rights.”15 
For the first time since the Dale Jennings case, Kameny was publicly fighting 
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a legal battle as a gay man. And for the first time in history, he was fighting this 
battle, to the highest possible level, by arguing not only that homosexuals were being 
denied constitutional rights, but also that their sexual behavior was morally good. 
“That it should have taken these many thousands of years of man’s history,” wrote 
ONE, “for a single individual to have so forthrightly proclaimed this irrefutable logic 
seems well-nigh incredible. In spite of which, it is quite likely that his very audacity 
will take away the breath of the majority of homosexuals, brain-washed as they so 
long have been by the condemnation which a hostile society vents upon their 
affectational preferences.”16 
Kameny sent a copy of his brief to the man who had written him. “You may, 
of course, show it to anyone whom you please. If it will cause others to stand up for 
their rights before any level of government, then it will have served its purpose.” 
Until now, his battle had simply been a logical progression of events in the life of a 
single, non-conforming man. He was right; the government was wrong. The courts 
needed an education; he would provide it. But by the summer of 1961, Kameny 
understood that his struggle represented something much larger. It represented hope 
for a powerful minority that, despite the efforts of the original Mattachine Society, did 
not yet know it existed.17 
On August 1st, at 8:30 PM, fifteen men walked past the Italian renaissance-




17 FEK to Seitz, July 19, 1961, Box 44, Folder 1, FEK Papers.  
 
 110 
into its executive meeting room. From the windows of that room, the men could see, 
immediately across the street, Lafayette Park—the site of their sexual fantasies, their 
criminal nightmares, and the center of their world. And if they looked closely through 
those ground floor windows, behind the trees and past the public restroom, they could 
see the illuminated White House. 
Two officials from the MSNY were explaining the history and purposes of the 
Mattachine when a sixteenth man, a friend of Kameny’s named Ron Balin, arrived 
late. Balin surveyed the room and leaned over to whisper in Kameny’s ear. He needed 
to speak with him in the hallway. 
“That’s Sergeant Fochett,” said Balin, referring to the handsome, dark-haired 
man sitting immediately next to Kameny’s empty chair. Fochett was the Vice Squad 
detective known for arresting countless gay men in Lafayette Park—and known for 
arresting three drag performers earlier that summer. 
Kameny was skeptical. But, he thought, it did seem as if the man had been 
taking a lot of notes. And although Kameny—like everyone in gay Washington—
knew of Fochett by name, he did not know his face. 
“Are you sure?” he asked. 
“Absolutely sure,” said Balin. 
When Kameny returned to the meeting room, he covertly looked behind the 
alleged detective. He looked again. Finally, he saw it, a holstered gun under the man’s 
jacket. It was Sergeant Fochett. 
But the astronomer knew the law. The sixteen men were doing nothing illegal, 
and they certainly would not be revealing their names or their occupations. So 
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Kameny remained quiet. When an MSNY official asked if anyone had questions or 
comments, Kameny stood. “While I may be mistaken, I understand we have a 
member of the Morals Division here with us this evening. Would he care to say 
anything?” 
Fochett, understandably, was startled. No, no, he said. Chief Blick of the 
Morals Division had received an invitation to the meeting—he had been on the 
MSNY’s mailing list—and Fochett was there simply to observe and take notes. 
Moreover, he was very much impressed by the high level at which the men were 
operating.18 
On November 7, the MSNY chairman sent a letter to his members in the 
Capital area. "Dear Friend: It has been a long time since you have heard from us in 
regards to the Mattachine group in Washington. But now we have scheduled another 
meeting for Wednesday, November 15, 1961, which we feel you will be interested in 
attending. It will be an organizational meeting to work out details for a functioning 
chapter in your area. Since you are aware that there is a need for our work we want 
you to help us organize this group."19 
And on that Wednesday, in a second-floor apartment on a tree-lined Mt. 
Pleasant street, across the creek from the National Zoo, the Mattachine Society of 
Washington was born.20 The attendees voted to name themselves the Mattachine for 
 
18 Kameny described the scene in Lahusen Interview. 
 






one simple reason. Homosexuals and experts--including Dr. Benjamin Karpman--
across the country already knew and respected that name. They would not need to 
invent and then explain a new, euphemistic appellation, especially if their group was 
going to be identical to the other Mattachines.21 
Over the next few weeks, as Kameny and the local MSNY recruits developed 
their own constitution, it became clear that this organization would be unlike any 
homophile group that had existed since the days of the Fifth Order.22 While Hay's 
Society had emphasized the development of a homosexual minority, Kameny's 
Society would fight. "It is the purpose of this organization to act by any lawful 
means," the MSW's constitution declared, "(1) to secure for homosexuals the right to 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness," (2) to "equalize" homosexuals and 
heterosexuals "by eliminating adverse prejudice, both private and official," (3) "to 
secure for the homosexual the right, as a human being, to develop and achieve his full 
potential and dignity," (4) to "inform and enlighten the public about homosexuals," 
and (5) to "assist, protect, and counsel the homosexual in need."23  
 
21 Lahusen Interview. 
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The new Society took measures to protect its members from Sergeant Fochett 
and Captain Blick, from the FBI, and from the press. Prospective members were 
required to find two existing members to sponsor them, and even then, the Executive 
Board would grant them only provisional membership. After a three-month 
probationary period, they would be eligible for permanent membership.24 Meanwhile, 
the Society would maintain only two sets of membership records, available only to its 
officers. "Under no circumstances whatsoever," stated the MSW constitution, "shall 
the membership records or any information therein be disclosed or communicated to, 
or be available to anyone else." If a member--perhaps an informant or a member of 
the Morals Division--was found to "not subscribe to or conform to the purposes of the 
organization," that member would be expelled after a written notice, a hearing, and a 
final vote by two-thirds of the membership.25 
On November 29, the MSW membership approved its constitution and by-
laws. Kameny, armed with an official statement of purposes, began publicizing his 
organization within Gay Washington.26 And though Gay Washington was vibrant, it 
was fearful. Its world overlapped with--but could never touch--the world of the 
federal government, and its inhabitants could not avoid the miasma of the purges. 
Those with the most to gain from the Society--federal workers who needed protection 
from the purges--also had the most to lose, especially if the government learned that 
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they were part of a homosexual organization. So despite Kameny's efforts, the Society 
grew slowly. 
But it still grew. One new Washington resident, a 20-year-old Paul Kuntzler, 
met Kameny--and learned about his Society--at the Chicken Hut in late February 
1962. By early March, he was attending meetings with the Society's sixteen other 
members, and by April, he was on the MSW Executive Board.27 
By then, the Board had made an effort to improve the recruitment efforts--and 
the security--of the Society. On February 5, it voted to create a Publicity Committee, 
which would look into newspaper advertisements. And at that same meeting, it voted 
to establish "permanent pseudonyms" that would be attached to each office.28 And 
although they did not remain permanent, each Board member nevertheless adopted a 
pseudonym. Paul Kuntzler became Paul Lemay, and Jack Nichols became Warren 
Adkins--both named after former lovers.29 
Kameny himself, however, did not adopt a pseudonym. One reason was a 
matter of principle--he should not need to use anything other than his given name, and 
that was that. But there was also a practical concern. He intended to acquire a security 
clearance in the near future, and if he used a false name, he could no longer claim to 
be an open homosexual immunized against blackmail. If you are so open, 
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investigators could ask, why are you hiding your name?30 
So Frank Kameny, president of the fledgling Mattachine Society of 
Washington, therefore became the easiest member for Captain Blick, Sergeant 
Fochett, and J. Edgar Hoover to identify and locate. 
 
II. Infiltrating the National Capital Area Civil Liberties Union 
 
If something went wrong—if the Society’s lists were taken or its members 
were purged or its officers were arrested—there was another Washington-based 
organization, founded within days of the MSW, that may have been willing to help. In 
fact, this group was not only a sibling of the Mattachine, but nearly a twin. A group of 
attorneys founded the National Capital Area Civil Liberties Union (NCACLU) on 
exactly the same day, in November 1961, that Kameny had scheduled the first official 
meeting of the Mattachine Society of Washington.31 
But Kameny did not want to miss the formative meeting of what he expected 
would become the staunchest defender of civil liberties—including those of federal 
employees—in the Washington area. And he had reason to believe that attorneys, 
rather than psychiatrists, would be the most effective allies in his war. Earlier that 
summer, the Illinois state legislature had adopted the recommendations of the 
American Legal Institute, the group of eminent jurists who had been preparing its 
 
30 Lahusen Interview. 
 
31 Lahusen Interview. 
 
 116 
Model Penal Code for nearly ten years. Thus, in January 1962, Illinois was going to 
become the first state in America to legalize private, consensual homosexual acts. 
Kameny recognized an important possibility, that perhaps this new group of civil 
libertarian attorneys, as they started with a clean slate and an empty case docket, 
would adopt the cause of the homosexual American citizen.32 
Kameny postponed the first meeting of the Mattachine for one week, until 
November 15, so that he could become a charter member of the NCACLU. Though 
there are few records of the NCACLU’s first days, it is likely that Kameny talked 
about his own continuing struggle against the federal government. 
He had not given up his efforts to gain entry back into the federal government. 
After the CSC had informed him that it could not determine his suitability for a 
government job until he had applied for one, he decided to re-apply to the Army Map 
Service. His former employer, as he wrote to ONE, was “thrown into consternation.” 
After a conference of top AMS officials, Kameny’s old bosses refused to consider 
him for re-employment. The astronomer swiftly appealed the matter to the Secretary 
of the Army, to no avail.33 
Meanwhile, after he had accused CSC Chairman John Macy, Jr. of 
perpetuating a homosexual genocide earlier in the summer, Kameny had not heard 
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back from him.34 So he wrote again to demand a response, and in October, Macy 
warned Kameny that his future letters would be ignored.35 But when Kameny wrote 
back, he now argued that he had the right to correspond with government officials for 
a new reason, based on something more than his status as a tax-paying American 
citizen. “I, uniquely in this country, by virtue of my Supreme Court case, and the 
efforts connected with it, have earned that right, beyond other citizens,” he wrote.36 
Kameny, bolstered by his new leadership position and by the praise he had received 
from the homophile movement, was beginning to see himself—and force others to see 
him—as the homosexual authority. 
But despite his Supreme Court Brief, Kameny faced an uphill battle 
establishing legitimacy within the NCACLU and its national umbrella organization. 
In May 1962, when he learned that another ACLU chapter was defending a 
homosexual against deportation by arguing that there was no proof of 
homosexuality—rather than arguing against the policy of deportation itself—he 
contacted the Union’s national headquarters in New York. “I wish to ask why this 
devious means of approach to the question was adopted,” he wrote. Indeed, the 
constitutionality of homosexual laws was an area “ripe for action” by civil liberties 
groups, and he requested an update on current ACLU policy.37 
 
34 FEK to John W. Macy, Jr., September 24, 1961, Box 41, Folder 12, FEK Papers.  
 
35 John W. Macy, Jr. to FEK, October 10, 1961, Box 41, Folder 12, FEK Papers.  
 
36 FEK to John W. Macy, Jr., October 25, 1961, Box 41, Folder 12, FEK Papers.  
 




Associate Director Alan Reitman responded by directing Kameny to the 
Union’s 1957 statement on homosexuality, which explicitly condoned the purges.38 
But Reitman alluded to the possibility of change. “I expect that the Union in the 
coming years will be more actively involved in this area,” he told Kameny.39 
In Washington, while NCACLU officials were receptive to Kameny’s 
arguments against the purges, they certainly did not agree with his legal strategy. 
Shortly after Kameny wrote to the national office, he asked a NCACLU Board 
member to read his Supreme Court brief, explaining that he had intended to educate 
the Court about principles that needed saying. “In honesty,” the NCACLU Secretary 
responded, “I cannot say that it is a good legal job and if its contents ‘needed saying’ I 
cannot bring myself to think that you chose a  very good forum or medium for saying 
them. I do not mean to say that I disagree with the arguments, but that they seem to 
me poorly tailored to fit a court context.”40 
For the professional attorneys volunteering in the NCACLU, constitutional 
test cases needed to be, above all, winnable. Kameny’s suit, however, had emphasized 
his own principles and logic—often self-evident only to himself—over pragmatic, 
proven legal maneuvering. Worst of all, he had already appealed it to the highest 
court in America. If Kameny was going to win the NCACLU as an ally, he would 
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need to persuade its attorneys to adopt test cases other than his own. To do that, he 
would need to find victims of the purges who were, like him, willing to take the 
federal government to court. 
Bruce Scott was a clean-cut, 49-year-old man with a deep voice and a slow, 
Midwestern cadence. Born into a wealthy, well-educated family and raised in 
Chicago, the young Scott was anxious and shy. “I’m not much of a people person, I 
guess,” he later explained.41 Born in 1912, he had long known he was different, but he 
did not have a word for it until he was sixteen, when he first encountered the word 
“homosexual”—an uncommon term in the 1920s. He looked it up in the dictionary, 
“and Christ, I had a fit.”42 
He graduated from the University of Chicago—he had mysteriously flunked 
out of his previous university, Northwestern, when it discovered he was dating a male 
student—and in 1939, he moved to Washington to work as an analyst in the 
Department of Labor. With the exception of the war (the Army sent him home from 
his clerical position after a nervous breakdown), he remained in the Department of 
Labor for seventeen years. 
In 1947, Scott was arrested for loitering in Lafayette Park. And over the next 
decade, as the purges gained momentum, he heard more and more stories of gay 
federal workers getting thrown out of their jobs. He did not live in fear, but he knew 
his day would eventually come. In February 1956, his personnel officer informed him 
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that the Department of Labor had been conducting a security review of its employees. 
Scott’s report had just come back. “Now,” he vaguely suggested, “might be a good 
time for you to resign.”43 
It was an inauspicious time to lose his job. He had spent his entire savings to 
build a house, which was only half-finished. So he was stuck in Washington, in an 
empty, leaking house without electricity or running water, and barred from the one 
industry in which he had experience—the federal government. For five years, he 
floated from menial job to menial job, often living on no more than fifty cents per 
day. He was working in a warehouse when he read a feature in ONE Magazine’s 
“Confidential” newsletter about an unnamed Washington man who had also 
experienced near-starvation as a result of the purges—and then sued. Scott decided to 
find him. He wrote to ONE for Kameny’s name, and after the magazine provided it, 
he trekked up the steps of the Supreme Court to find the unlisted astronomer’s 
address. Kameny’s address in hand, Scott frantically wrote him a letter. 44 
Six weeks later, Kameny replied with a phone call, and the two disgraced 
federal employees finally met. The moment was serendipitous for both of them; Scott, 
at his wits end, already wanted to sue the Department of Labor, and Kameny was 
about to form his Society. Meanwhile, the NCACLU had just scheduled its first 
meeting, so Kameny and Scott attended it together. A week later, Scott became a 







Board member, he would be known as “Bruce Schuyler.”45 
Scott had already begun moving to reclaim his job in the federal government. 
He took the CSC’s Federal Administrative and Management Examination in October, 
and in February, he learned that he had passed it.46 But on April 27, 1962, the 
inevitable interrogation arrived. 
“The Civil Service Commission has information indicating that you are a 
homosexual,” stated the CSC investigator. “Do you wish to comment on this matter?” 
Scott already knew how he would respond. “No,” he said. “I do not believe 
the question is pertinent in so far as job performance is concerned.”47 
Richard Schlegel, on the other hand, was less reserved than Bruce Scott, but 
he was just as willing to fight. Originally from small-town Pennsylvania, in college, 
Schlegel had made the mistake of telling a fraternity brother about his homosexuality. 
He soon became known as the “most flaming queer in all of Penn State.” The gangly 
yet ambitious Schlegel then ran for class president, but the rumors ensured his 
defeat.48 
He moved to Washington and entered the federal bureaucracy in 1952, at the 
height of McCarthy’s reign. And unlike the fatalistic Scott, Schlegel was terrified of 
the purges. In 1958, he moved to Hawaii to become a Budget Officer for the Army, 
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but as Kameny had learned a year earlier, the purges extended to those islands, too. 
On July 31, 1961, the day before the Washington Hay-Adams meeting, Schlegel’s 
nightmare began. It was a carbon copy of Kameny’s own fiasco. The Army dismissed 
him from his civilian job—three marines claimed he had made sexual advances on 
them—and the CSC duly barred him from federal employment. Like Kameny, he 
appealed his dismissal. And when that failed, he decided to sue the government. He 
would take it to the Supreme Court if necessary. When he learned that a Washington 
firm, headed by the local chairman of the Republican Party, was willing to take his 
case, he moved back to the District. 49 
Schlegel thought he was alone. So in October 1961, when he wrote to ONE 
Magazine asking for assistance in his case, he was surprised to learn that there was a 
man in Washington who had already fought the purges. And a few weeks later, in that 
Mt. Pleasant apartment, Schlegel attended the first meeting of the Mattachine Society 
of Washington.50 Over the next six months, he was certain to strategize with both his 
lawyers and the Society’s founder.51 
In later years, Kameny would deny that the early days of the Society revolved 
around his own, personal fight against the federal government.52 But Kameny v. 
Brucker unquestionably defined his new organization. His brief’s moral logic guided 
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the MSW’s ideology, his reliance on the courts and civil libertarian attorneys 
determined its strategy, and his target—the federal government itself—provided its 
purpose. But most importantly, his case was a recruitment tool, a magnet that pulled 
the victims of the purges, drifting in the void of unemployment and starvation, into 
Kameny’s war. 
Meanwhile, the Society had, for the past three months, been attempting to 
coerce the Pentagon into scheduling a meeting with a Mattachine delegation. Kameny 
was optimistic about that possibility since, in 1959, one Pentagon official--R. L. 
Applegate--had been willing to discuss his situation. The sympathetic official had 
even given Kameny reason to believe that admitted homosexuals could, in theory, 
receive security clearances.  
“I cannot get a job unless I get a clearance, and I cannot get a clearance, under 
your regulations, until I get a job," Kameny told the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Security Policy.53  
Twice the Pentagon responded by explaining that a meeting would not be 
productive. And twice Bruce Scott, or “Bruce Schuyler,” wrote back, asking for a 
conference. After he castigated R. L. Applegate for “seeking studiously to avoid 
discussion of the particular issues,” the Pentagon official finally agreed.54 
"Tell us exactly what you have in mind," began Applegate, who was now the 
Director of Policy for the Pentagon's Security Programs Division, on October 23, 
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1962. Sitting next to him was Herbert Lewis, Director of the Industrial Personnel 
Access Authorization Review Division. And across from the officials--next to a 
volunteer MSW stenographer--were Kameny, Bruce Scott, and Ron Balin, the MSW 
member who had identified Sergeant Fochett at the Hay-Adams meeting.55 
The security clearance program, Kameny argued, had not been successful. 
Because homosexual clearance holders lived "in constant fear of being discovered" by 
the Pentagon, and because they could not report blackmail attempts without also 
exposing themselves, blackmailers had free reign. Pentagon policies were therefore 
increasing the risk of blackmail.56 And if ten percent of America's three million 
security clearance holders-- 
"I don't believe it would be that high," interjected Applegate. 
"We feel that it is," responded Kameny. 
"You are in a better position to have the figures than I," said Applegate. And 
with that admission, Kameny had his first victory of the meeting. A federal official 
was willing to accept his statistics, his authority, on homosexuality.57 
The psychiatric issue, however, represented only one column of the 
Pentagon’s defense. Halfway through the conference, Applegate suddenly observed 
that, surprisingly, no one had mentioned morality. 
First, responded Kameny, morality was not the concern of the federal 
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government. But, if they were going to discuss the morality of homosexuality, he had 
his own revolutionary ideas on the matter. “It is not only not immoral,” declared 
Kameny in a forceful echo of his Supreme Court Brief, “but it is moral and good and 
right.” 
What was important, Kameny argued, was not how society viewed 
homosexuality, but rather how the homosexual viewed homosexuality. If the gay 
security clearance holder embraced his sexual orientation—if he knew it was right—
then how could he possibly be the victim of blackmail? For the former astronomer, 
pride had nothing to do with ethics or emotion. It was simple, practical logic. 
“What the maniac thinks he is doing is right,” responded Lewis. “We are 
talking about something that goes back to the beginning of time. Get Pope John to 
endorse homosexuality.”58 
A week after the conference, Scott wrote Applegate and Lewis to thank them 
for the three-hour meeting. The Society wanted to assure the officials that it had not 
ignored its recommendations to target the rest of the government. In fact, it had 
already sent letters to nearly 600 other officials. It was also planning to approach 
private industry, the clergy, universities, and newspapers.59 
The officials had not recommended, however, that the Society sue the 
Pentagon. And they did not anticipate Scott’s threat to do so. Although the MSW 
preferred negotiation, he wrote, “we are now rounding up cases to challenge your 
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criteria and policies, administratively, at first, and then in the courts, up to the US 
Supreme Court, if need be.” And the legal challenge would not just come from the 
Society; it would come as a national assault by homosexuals across the country, 
warned Kameny. The MSW was therefore “strongly suggesting to our brother 
organizations” that they tell their members to fight.60 
Kameny followed through with the threat. He wrote to the Mattachine 
Societies in New York and San Francisco and to smaller organizations across the 
country.61 Homosexuals facing revocation of their security clearances should not just 
deny the allegations, Kameny told these organizations. Rather, they should challenge 
the security system itself. “Please do your best to encourage anyone having such 
difficulties to fight the matter fully, and please publicize such encouragement as 
widely as possible,” he advised.62 
The FBI, meanwhile, was learning of Kameny’s plans. In August 1962, a 
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formulate plans for an all out homosexual assault” against the government’s security 
programs. The deviants would be encouraged to volunteer in test cases against the 
government, and they planned "to charge, in the press and in court, that their acts are 
no more inimical to good security than a general officer who can be compromised for 
living with, say, a Japanese prostitute.” To make this point, the homosexuals would 
“expose several general officers’ unsavory heterosexual acts.” They had both 
photographs and recordings.63 
The Bureau deployed five special agents to investigate the convention.64 It 
received its program from an informant. And with the help of either an attendee or an 
undercover investigator, it acquired a recording of the convention, including its most 
worrying element, a combative speech by MSW charter member Richard Schlegel.65 
He spoke as part of a panel titled “A Decade of Progress in the Homophile 
Movement,” after psychologist Evelyn Hooker and a “deceptively quiet” ACLU 
attorney, as ONE magazine described him.66 The Union representative discussed 
homosexual legal problems while maintaining the correctness of what he called the 
“heterosexual viewpoint.”67 The speech, said ONE, was “chilling” if it truly 
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represented the position of all civil libertarians.68 
Schlegel had one target, the United States Department of Defense, the 
country’s “repository of greatest organized bigotry.” If homosexuals could change the 
policies of the Pentagon, he argued, the rest of the government would follow suit. 
And it was possible, since the idea that the American government could decide what 
constituted morality was patently unconstitutional. Yes, there had been legal 
challenges against the government’s role as moral arbiter, including Kameny v. 
Brucker, but they fell short. “The petition was denied—properly, I have to admit 
grudgingly—for Kameny’s presentation, brilliant as it was, was long on emotion but 
short on law.”69 
Homosexuals simply needed to focus on the government’s unequal application 
of moral standards to homosexual conduct. Indeed, his own experiences abroad in the 
military had given him plenty of examples of heterosexual immorality in the Armed 
Forces. One needed to look no further than the adultery and prostitution so rampant 
among American officers in the Far East. Did the government punish these straight 
men for their sins? Were they deemed security threats? Of course not. “Either 
arbitrate all morality,” he admonished the government, “or none.”70 
The government was listening. The FBI, after analyzing the recording of 
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Schlegel’s speech, concluded that he had not named any specific government officials 
who had engaged in immoral acts. But, it warned, he was planning on taking his own 
case against the Pentagon to the Supreme Court, if necessary.  
After the “fiery” speech, as ONE referred to it, attendees agreed it was 
“perhaps the most ‘radical ‘and challenging paper ever presented before an American 
homophile organization.” Schlegel’s legal call to arms, a maneuver encouraged by 
Kameny, echoed across the national homophile movement in the months that 
followed. In addition to ONE, homophile publications including The Ladder and the 
Mattachine Review featured Schlegel's militant speech. Hundreds of homosexuals--
perhaps thousands, since these publications were often passed between friends—
learned about Kameny's legal war.71 
But if Kameny or his west coast counterparts were going to sue, they needed 
attorneys. As in Washington, the homosexual’s logical legal ally in San Francisco was 
the American Civil Liberties Union. But in November, when homophile activist Guy 
Strait wrote to the ACLU headquarters in New York, he was dismayed by Associate 
Director Alan Reitman’s response. Just as he had responded to Kameny earlier that 
year, Reitman sent a copy of the Union’s five-year-old, pro-purge policy statement.72 
“It is true that we have not yet tackled the basic question,” admitted Reitman, 
“only for the reason that we thought it necessary to have the Supreme Court’s 
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thinking in this area before considering the matter.” Before the ACLU could argue for 
the right to homosexual activity, it first needed to wait for the Court to decide on the 
right to heterosexual activity—specifically, the right to use birth control, which was 
still banned in several states. Once the Supreme Court had ruled on that matter, 
perhaps in a year or two, the Union would be able to re-consider homosexuality. 
“This may sound like a long time to wait,” wrote Reitman, “but in a field as sensitive 
as this it is wiser to have the Court’s thinking before plunging into a case which might 
set us back considerably.”73 
“I have concluded that it is not in my interest to continue as a member of the 
ACLU,” responded Strait. “I am accordingly returning my membership card which is 
attached.”74 
Kameny was more understanding. “If the Court’s decision is unfortunately 
such as to indicate that the states do have complete control of private, consenting 
sexual behavior, then there is nothing that the ACLU can do in this field,” he 
explained to ONE.75 
But he also understood that his cases, those fighting the purges, dealt less with 
the privacy of the bedroom and more with other constitutional issues like due process 
and equal protection under the law. He knew, too, that the local National Capital Area 
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cases it sponsored. And the Washington chapter was new, with an empty docket, and 
still searching for a focus. 
His Society thus worked to integrate openly gay activists into the NCACLU. 
After Kameny and Bruce Scott attended the Union’s first meeting, they kept 
returning. And as the NCACLU grew, it needed help in its office. Scott, still planning 
to sue the Civil Service Commission, was especially interested in the NCACLU’s 
work. So when he lost his warehouse job and learned of the Union’s clerical needs, he 
applied to work there. Bruce Scott, secretary and founding member of the Mattachine 
Society of Washington, became the executive secretary of the ACLU’s Washington 
chapter.76 
Kameny, meanwhile, worked to ensure that the NCACLU embraced gay 
rights as one of its causes. He did so quietly, strategically, and with cunning. He, or a 
Society representative, attended each and every committee meeting relevant to the 
homosexual citizen, including those of the Police Practices Committee and the 
Security and Loyalty Committee.77 In the fall of 1962, when the Union announced the 
first meeting of its Committee on Discrimination and Segregation, Kameny called its 
chairman. What type of discrimination was the committee planning to fight? 
“Oh, well, wherever discrimination exists, the usual groups,” Kameny 
remembered him saying. 
“What about homosexuals?” 
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“Well, that’s up to the members of the committee.” 
So Kameny arrived at the first meeting of the Discrimination and Segregation 
Committee and sat in a circle with twenty-five attorneys. Each attendee gave his 
name, address, and special areas of interest in the legal field of discrimination. 
Kameny said he was interested in discrimination against homosexuals. But for the 
next hour and a half, the attendees ignored Kameny’s issue. They discussed only 
discrimination against black Americans. 
After a while, though, they reached a quandary. An abundance of other 
groups, like the NAACP, were already fighting for black Americans. What more 
could the NCACLU contribute? 
"Well, we have a gentleman here who is interested in discrimination against 
homosexuals,” said the chairman. “Let's discuss that." And for twenty minutes, the 
attorneys examined the plight of the homosexual. Kameny very consciously kept 
quiet, only supplying statistics when it seemed necessary. “Well, this is something 
that we clearly don't know anything about,” concluded the chairman, before turning to 
Kameny. “Will you talk to us about it?"78 
Kameny drafted the press release. His speech would take place on the evening 
of December 3, in the second floor boardroom of the Philip Murray Building, a 
modern glass-covered building of marble and brick, occupied by an AFL-CIO 
affiliate.79 Just a few feet from the boardroom’s large windows flew the Soviet flag, 
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for immediately across the street stood the USSR’s Embassy. As Kameny entered the 
Philip Murray Building at 8 PM that night, he likely did so with the knowledge of an 
open secret in Washington, that FBI agents were in the building too, photographing 
everyone who entered or exited the Beaux-Arts Russian compound across the street.80 
“First, the number of homosexuals,” began the gay astronomer, standing 
before a room of straight attorneys. He cited Kinsey, of course, to support his 
“conservative” and “handy” ten percent figure. Yes, the homosexual was indeed a 
minority, he contended, “several times the size of the Jewish minority.” The 
Mattachine Society of Washington was, he explained, exactly “what the NAACP or 
CORE are for the Negro.” And just as the NAACP had experienced harassment from 
officials across the South, the MSW had experienced harassment from the FBI and 
the Washington Police. But unlike African Americans, homosexuals had no explicit 
protection in the Constitution or the federal legal code, nothing to which they could 
even point.81 
Kameny’s speech was, at its core, a cry for help. He described the vast scale of 
America’s gay purges, taking place not just in the government, but in private industry, 
too. “Virtually all homosexuals work, at all times, with the sword of immediate 
summary dismissal hanging over their heads,” he explained. But there was no greater 
danger than in the federal bureaucracy, where the CSC’s efforts to uncover 
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homosexuals “remind one of the Nazis hunting down Jews.”82 
In a moment of vulnerability, Kameny admitted that he had no idea where to 
begin. With only a few exceptions, the media had ignored his press releases and 
rejected his ads. The government, engaging in “a vast conspiracy of official silence,” 
had ignored his letters. While “the Negro community,” he argued, “are experienced 
professionals in these matters,” homosexuals and his Society “are but amateurs.” So 
he pled for help, for assistance from both African Americans and from the ACLU. 
“We call upon them,” he concluded, “and upon the ACLU with their long experiences 
in these areas, to assist us in a battle which, for us, has just begun.”83 
Two months later, Kameny received the exhilarating news. The NCACLU, 
“entirely at THEIR own initiative,” as he breathlessly wrote MSNY’s Curtis Dewees, 
“has TENTATIVELY AND PROVISIONALLY decided to put out a ‘white paper’ 
on employment discrimination against the homosexual.” The decision had come from 
the very top. NCACLU chairman David Carliner had suggested the idea, and the head 
of the Discrimination Committee, a local Quaker attorney named Hal Witt, would 
lead the operation.84 
Although the NCACLU board would need to approve the white paper in a 
process that would take several months, Kameny believed the final version would be 










began his research, he immediately turned to Kameny, asking the MSW president for 
a list of books on not just the homosexual’s employment problems, but also on the 
underlying logic of the purges—blackmail, psychological stability, and morality.85 
Meanwhile, Witt also contacted the Civil Service Commission for its own comment. 
Why were homosexuals disqualified from federal employment?86 (Because, Chairman 
Macy responded to the NCACLU, “homosexual acts are immoral, and, in most 
jurisdictions, criminal.”)87 
Kameny’s greatest coup, however, came in the form of Bruce Scott, secretary 
of the Mattachine Society of Washington. Since his CSC interrogation in April 1962, 
when he refused to answer questions about his sexuality, Scott had been fighting the 
same administrative battle that Kameny had fought four years earlier. The CSC barred 
him from federal employment for three years, and Scott appealed. 88 It was impossible 
to refute allegations of immoral conduct when he did not know, as he put it, “how, 
when, and where I conducted myself immorally.” He denied that he had ever 
conducted himself immorally, and he accused the CSC—in a fiery excerpt that 
suggests the presence of Kameny’s helping hand—of acting in a manner “unlawful 
and morally wrong.”  The government was attempting to control his private behavior 
while interfering, he argued, “with my right to seek, find, and be whatever God or 
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Nature has created me to be - in other words, the right to be myself.”89 
Only weeks after Kameny’s speech, Scott learned that the NCACLU agreed to 
take his case.90 It was a logical choice for the attorneys’ first homosexual plaintiff. As 
the affiliate’s executive secretary, they already knew him. In March, Scott and 
Kameny received even better news. David Carliner, the chairman of the NCACLU, 
would take Scott’s case himself. He was willing to fight it not just on the 
technicalities of Scott’s dismissal, but as Kameny put it, “on an initial admission, by 
all concerned, of the fundamental fact.” Carliner would not deny that Scott was a 
sexual deviant, and he would confront the purges head on.91 
To educate the heterosexual attorney, Scott sent Carliner a bibliography of 
eighty-two works on homosexuality, ignoring psychiatric literature because it was 
“skewed in the direction of the abnormal rather than the normal homosexuality.”92 On 
April 23, Carliner submitted Scott’s lawsuit against Chairman Macy of the Civil 
Service Commission.93 
First and foremost, Carliner argued, the CSC never demonstrated any specific 
immoral conduct. What, exactly did Scott do? Moreover, not only did the government 
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have no legal authority to disqualify job applicants because of their alleged immoral 
conduct, but such contact also had no relationship to their jobs in the first place. To 
argue that homosexual conduct automatically made one unsuitable was “arbitrary, 
capricious, discriminatory, and denies the plaintiff due process.” And, finally, to label 
homosexual conduct itself as immoral was “arbitrary and capricious.” Indeed, what 
right did the government have to decide what was moral or immoral?94 
The Star featured the case with three columns at the top of its second page. “A 
51-year-old Government personnel expert today asked the courts to declare that 
homosexuality is not a reasonable basis upon which to bar Federal job advancement 
or take any punitive employment action,” it wrote. Kameny had drafted a press 
release, and for the first time, he won an article—along with a shorter one in the 
Post—that copied his words nearly verbatim. It quoted Scott’s defiant interrogation 
and the CSC’s letters.95 Scott was not afraid of exposure. In an interview, he told the 
Star that he hoped to become a “symbol” that would force the government to 
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III. State Surveillance and a Solidified Alliance 
 
On Tuesday, May 29, 1962, a man named Warren Scarberry arrived at the 
FBI’s Washington Field Office. He told a Special Agent that he was a member of a 
new organization called the Mattachine Society. He wanted to provide, as the Special 
Agent later summarized, “a couple of names of members who are government 
employees.” And why was he voluntarily providing this information? “SCARBERRY 
stated that he was angry with the homosexual element in this town and that this is his 
way of getting even with them.”98 
He immediately identified Kameny as the president of the Society, and the rest 
of his information centered around another member whom he seemed to know 
particularly well: Ronald Brass, Scarberry's roommate who had brought him to a 
Society meeting. Brass was also a Department of Commerce employee.99 
Brass, the Agent summarized, had revealed to Scarberry “on one occasion that 
he had had an affair with [REDACTED]. He stated [REDACTED] told him that he 
had had this homosexual affair with [REDACTED] during the winter of 1960-61.” 
The CIA, he said, had also recently interviewed Brass for a position there.100 
There was another government employee in the Society, but Scarberry did not 
know his true name. “The Mattachine Society,” Scarberry told the Agent, “considers 
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themselves to be a select group of homosexuals and that most of them are very careful 
about divulging their true names and consequently they usually use code names at the 
meetings and when they receive mail from the society.” But Scarberry guessed that 
there were “numerous” other federal employees in the Society.  
Yes, said Scarberry, there existed a membership list. In fact, the Society’s 
secretary maintained a “complete list of all the members, their addresses and their 
assigned code names.” And yes, he was confident that he could acquire a copy of this 
list at the Society’s next meeting, scheduled for two days later. It would likely be an 
easy task, especially since, as the Special Agent put it, “the secretary has taken a like 
to him.”101 
The next Thursday evening, Scarberry called the FBI Special Agent. 
Unfortunately, he had been unable to obtain the Society’s membership list. But he 
could provide something even better, a list of eighty-five homosexuals—including 
names and addresses—in the Washington area. Most of them, he claimed, were 
government employees. Within hours, the Special Agent met with Scarberry to 
acquire the list. 
Scarberry still believed he could deliver even more names, and he was still 
determined to acquire the MSW’s membership list. He would call back in a month, he 
said, after the next meeting of the Society.102 







Scarberry’s list, many of whom—if he was even partially correct—were government 
employees. But if their fates paralleled that of Scarberry’s primary target, Ronald 
Brass, then they did not avoid the purges for long. 
Six days after Scarberry offered the list to the Bureau, two agents appeared at 
the headquarters of the United States Department of Commerce. They were looking 
for Ronald B. Brass, an employee of the Department since 1958. 
Led to Brass, the agents showed their badges and took him to Room 5010, in 
the Department's Office of Investigations and Security. They wanted to talk to him, 
explained the agents, to investigate allegations of homosexuality. Their source was 
confidential. 
One of their first questions was about the Mattachine Society of Washington. 
Was Brass a member? 
Yes, he admitted. 
Was the Society really full of homosexuals? 
Yes. 
Brass was certainly fearful of losing his job, but he was more fearful of being 
caught in a lie. So when the agents then probed him on his sexual life, though he 
denied engaging in homosexual acts, he admitted to having "homosexual tendencies"-
-he looked at "some males in the same manner as a man would look at females." He 
admitted that he went to gay bars and associated with the "gay crowd."103  
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The FBI agents wanted Brass to perform a service for them. It entailed 
continued participation in the Society. Brass would simply learn the other members' 
names and then report them to the FBI. 
Brass understood the enormous power that the agents held over him. They 
could assure his employers at the Department of Commerce that he did not represent a 
security risk, or they could confirm that he was, indeed, a homosexual. So Brass 
wanted to make sure he understood the offer. Were they suggesting, he asked, that his 
tenure at the Department of Commerce depended upon compliance with this request? 
No, no, they said. The Department made its own decisions, and the FBI 
simply investigated and reported its findings. 
Brass declined the agents' request. He left Room 5010 confident in his refusal 
to divulge his fellow MSW members' names--but resigned to his fate.104 The next day, 
he signed a statement that summarized his admissions.105 
The Bureau followed through on its implied threat. It officially informed the 
Department of Commerce of the alleged homosexual within its ranks.106 
When Brass finally told Kameny about the interrogations, the MSW leader 
was adamant. Brass needed to keep his lips sealed from that point forward. Although 
Brass had already made damaging admissions, he may be able to salvage his job--
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perhaps with the help of the ACLU.107 
What most disturbed Kameny, however, was Brass' account of the FBI agents' 
interrogation and their brazen attempt to infiltrate the Society. On June 28, he wrote 
to Attorney General Robert Kennedy. The Society was, "informally, the official 
representatives" of Washington's homosexuals. The FBI's interrogations of its 
members--he did not mention Brass by name--were "grossly improper and offensive," 
a form of "harassment of intimidation." He had discussed the matter with the ACLU, 
which was "substantially in agreement." He therefore requested that inquiries into 
membership of the Society, a fully legal organization, "be brought to a halt 
immediately." He enclosed the MSW's statement of purposes.108 
Kameny never received a response from Robert Kennedy.109 Meanwhile, 
Warren Scarberry was still working to acquire more information for his FBI handlers 
from within the Society. By August 1962, the Bureau had likely upgraded his status 
from Potential Confidential Informant (PCI) to a trusted Confidential Informant (CI). 
Indeed, after Scarberry handed over his list of eighty-five homosexuals, his special 
agent handler made a recommendation to the head of the Washington Field Office. 
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"In view of [REDACTED] desire to cooperate with the Bureau and inasmuch as he 
apparently has an extended knowledge of the homosexual element in the Metropolitan 
area, [REDACTED]."110 
The FBI destroyed the files of its Sex Deviates program in 1978, and the vast 
majority of informants' names in its Mattachine file have been thoroughly redacted.111 
But we know that on August 16, 1962, a Confidential Informant "who has furnished 
reliable information in the past" called his contact in the Bureau to request a 
meeting.112 And the next day, while meeting with a Special Agent, he behaved 
remarkably like former potential informant Warren Scarberry. He mentioned the 
member who had introduced him to the group, he was eager to provide information, 
and he had something tangible to hand over--a copy of the Society's constitution. But 
the FBI was most alarmed by a final piece of intelligence that the informant provided 
about the homosexual element in the nation's capital. The Mattachine Society of 
Washington, he claimed, was planning to send letters to every member of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives "complaining about the alleged mistreatment of 
homosexuals." The person in charge of this effort, he said, was Frank Kameny.113  
The Bureau knew that if the legislative branch was about to be bombarded by 
a suspicious group of homosexuals operating out of the nation's capital, a deluge of 
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congressional inquiries would pour into the FBI. The elected officials would expect 
the Bureau to have ample information on the Society and the contents of its letter. So 
after meeting with the informant, the Special Agent called on Deputy Chief Roy Blick 
of the Morals Division. Did Blick have any information about Kameny?114 
Yes, he did, said Blick. Back in 1959, after the department had raided a 
private homosexual club in Washington, a man named Frank Kameny had written to 
the Police Chief, "complaining bitterly" about the raid. Blick and Kameny had even 
met to discuss the matter.115 In fact, said the Deputy Chief, he had a photograph of 
this man. Would the Bureau like it? The Special Agent received it from him within 
hours.116 
Kameny, meanwhile, turned to the NCACLU for assistance. His speech had 
been a resounding success. Later that month, after ONE editor Dorr Legg warned him 
that the ACLU believed homosexuality was “not a civil rights issue,” Kameny 
boasted that the civil libertarians in Washington were, in fact, “planning to pursue our 
efforts with the US Civil Service Commission.”117 He did not mention its assistance 
in the aftermath of the Scarberry allegations until later, when Legg described a speech 
of a local ACLU attorney who had denied that the Constitution protected 
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Not only had the NCACLU successfully represented Ronald Brass after the 
FBI and the Commerce Department had interrogated him—he still had his job nine 
months later—but when those investigators became “overzealous” in confronting 
Scarberry, the NCACLU stepped in. With the attorneys’ assistance, wrote Kameny, 
“a criminal complaint (assault, trespassing, defamation, slander, etc.) was made 
before the US attorney, against the investigators, and a hearing held.”119  
Such resistance was an act of bravery, for Washington remained an unsafe 
place. On the night of Friday, June 26, Walter William Goldstein walked into the 
Gayety Buffet. The restaurant, located halfway between the White House and the 
Capitol, had been a gay bar since 1952, attracting a working class, “rough trade” 
clientele.120 
Washington still required bar patrons to be sitting as they consumed alcohol, 
so Goldstein and three friends sat, talking, at a booth. He had not even finished his 
beer when he noticed that two men who had earlier been sitting—they looked 
relatively normal—were now standing. Two other men walked into the bar, joined 
them, and within seconds, began grabbing other patrons from their booths, instructing 
them to stand with the others.  
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Goldstein soon found himself in a police van with five other scared, confused 
men. And by 4:30 that morning, he was home from the hospital, a victim of police 
brutality. His roommate had come to pay the ten-dollar fine and retrieve him from his 
cell. The officers had never told him the nature of his charge, and he only learned 
from the ten-dollar receipt they handed him. “Disorderly Conduct,” it said.121 
Kameny was shocked. Never in recent memory had the Washington police 
raided a gay bar.122 Violence had been unfathomable. But neither did the District’s 
homosexuals ever have an organization designed to protect and represent them, a 
group with allies in high places. 
The Society’s president vaulted to action, beginning with a fact-finding 
mission. He hunted down Goldstein and the other five victims. The predictable had 
happened. The police had informed the employer of one of the men, who had 
immediately lost his job. A Gayety waitress was willing to testify there had been no 
disorderly conduct in her establishment. 
Kameny immediately turned to the NCACLU. Within a week of the raid, as he 
informed David Carliner, he had already convinced one of the men to write and 
notarize an affidavit that detailed the raid and subsequent harassment. He had drafted 
a letter of complaint to the Police Chief, and he was hunting down other men to 
convince them to join the fight.123 
 
121 See Walter William Goldstein, “Affidavit,” June 26, 1963, Box 113, Folder 7, FEK Papers.  
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123 FEK to David Carliner, June 4, 1963, Box 81, Folder 2, FEK Papers.  
 
 147 
Within days, and with Carliner’s assistance, Kameny had secured two more 
affidavits, including that of Walter Goldstein, and legal representation for the men. 
And by the end of the month, both Goldstein and another victim had filed complaints. 
Kameny, on behalf of the Society, wrote to the Police Chief. Not only did the men 
have the “full support and backing” of the NCACLU, but the Society was willing to 
take matters into its own hands. “We have no wish unnecessarily to embarrass the 
Police Department, or to cause difficulties for you,” Kameny threatened. “Therefore 
we shall not—at this time—create any publicity in these matters.” He demanded a 
meeting with the Chief--not Deputy Chief Blick of the Morals Division.124 
Washington Police Chief Robert Murray promptly delegated the matter to 
Deputy Chief Blick, who would investigate the raid and "other situations involving 
homosexuals," as Murray put it. Blick, for his part, did just that. He traveled to the 
Gayety to interview its staff about the incident, and he ultimately agreed to a 
conference with Kameny and Society officials.125 Though there is no record of what 
exactly transpired in that conference, Kameny likely reiterated what he had written to 
Chief Murray, that the Mattachine Society of Washington would not tolerate 
harassment or "contempt, derision, and ridicule" directed towards homosexuals. In the 
future, the Society would strike back with publicity, turning to the media and causing 
certain embarrassment for the police department.126 
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In 1964, after Gay Washington experienced an entire year of peace from more 
police raids, Kameny gave a speech that described the Gayety affair, his affidavit 
strategy, and the resulting conference with police officials. "As a consequence," he 
told his audience with relish, "I don’t think that any more gay bars in Washington will 
be raided."127 
Three weeks after the Gayety raid, Kameny received a summons in the mail. 
The letter came from John H. Harmon, III, an NCACLU attorney, and was titled 
"SUSPENSION AND REMOVAL OF RONALD BERTRAM BRASS." 
"You are hereby requested to make yourself available for the purpose of 
giving testimony in the above matter," said the summons. The hearing was to take 
place at 10 AM Tuesday, June 18, 1963, at the Department of Commerce 
headquarters. 
The axe had fallen in March. The Department of Commerce, nine months after 
Warren Scarberry's revelations, suspended Brass from his job as an International 
Economist without pay--it did not give an official reason.128 An entire month later, 
Brass received a list of charges. From December 1961 to October 1962, wrote the 
Department of Commerce, "you engaged in homosexual conduct, activities, and 
relationship with one Warren Scarberry." 129 
The Department had a strong case. Not only did it have Scarberry's 
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information--which included the names of two other men Brass had allegedly been 
seeing--but it also had Brass's own confessions from his first, pre-Kameny 
interrogation. It knew about his membership in the Mattachine, and it knew his 
pseudonym, Russell Brenner. But worst of all, said the Department, "By your own 
admission you have frequented places attended exclusively or almost exclusively by 
homosexuals; you have, by such associations permitted yourself to be accosted and 
‘propositioned’ by homosexuals for the purposes of committing immoral acts." 
Because Brass falsely denied committing such acts, he was "not reliable or 
trustworthy," and thus subject to "coercion, influence, or pressure."130 
There would be a Department of Commerce hearing, but Kameny knew what 
would happen. Rules were rules, the officials would say, and they had no choice but 
to dismiss the embattled employee. It was "monstrous," as Kameny wrote David 
Carliner. "Can the NCACLU try to do anything about these regulations?”131 
But first the NCACLU tried to save Brass's job. His attorney, John H. 
Harmon, III, was an especially good fit, for he had experienced an eerily similar 
nightmare one decade earlier. One morning in May 1953, Harmon was woken by five 
armed men and told to get dressed. He was a 21-year-old black man from the Bronx, 
he had been drafted by the Army only six months earlier, and the men were from the 
Counterintelligence Corps. Harmon was suspected of subversion, they said. They put 








questioned him. How long had he been a Communist? How many cells had he 
organized? 132 
The Army had no proof Harmon was a Communist, but the investigators were 
suspicious. Before he was drafted, Harmon had associated with groups sympathetic to 
the Communist cause, like the Detroit Urban League and the American Labor Party. 
At the end of the investigation, the Army deemed him a security risk and, despite his 
excellent service record, promptly gave him an undesirable discharge. Harmon, now 
labeled a disloyal American, took a number of menial jobs—bellhop, shipping clerk, 
waiter, and temporary postal clerk. But when the Post Office Department learned 
about his discharge, it fired him.133 
Harmon turned to the ACLU, which agreed to take his case against the Army. 
After lower courts decided against him, on March 3, 1958, the Supreme Court 
released its 8-1 decision in Harmon v. Brucker. The Army had no right to discharge 
the disgraced soldier based solely on his pre-induction activities.134 
Three years later, in 1961, the Court refused to hear Kameny v. Brucker. But 
by then, John H. Harmon had a law degree from Washington's Howard University. 
He had won a case in the Supreme Court. When he joined the fledgling NCACLU, 
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and when he learned of the many parallels in Ronald Brass's case, he took it.135 
Harmon's strategy was unprecedented. He would not deny Brass's 
homosexuality, participation in perverted acts, or membership in the Mattachine. 
Instead, Harmon would dismantle the blackmail rationale by proving it was possible 
to be a high-functioning public homosexual and therefore immune to coercion. 
Harmon would do so by soliciting statements from the most open homosexuals in the 
country, like Frank Kameny and other Mattachine presidents. As Brass himself 
explained to Kameny, "He hopes these statements to be in the form of an answer to 
the question: Do you feel that your homosexual activities, including membership and 
participation in the Mattachine Society, can subject you to coercion, influence, 
pressure, or blackmail?" Kameny immediately wrote to Curtis Dewees of MSNY and 
Hal Call of Mattachine San Francisco to request the statements, "needed very 
PROMPTLY."136 The homophile leaders complied with Kameny's request.137 
Armed with these letters, on June 18, 1963, Kameny arrived at the Department 
of Commerce. Three men sat before him on a panel, and the chairman reminded him 
he was testifying under oath. 
“Before we start,” began Kameny, “would it be possible for me to have the 
name and official address of each person here?" 
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There were three attorneys representing the Department of Commerce, and 
then there was the panel, which included the chairman, who was an attorney from the 
Department of State, then an official from a housing agency, and, finally, Robert H. 
Fuchs of the Central Intelligence Agency. 
"Excuse me?" asked Kameny, startled. 
"Central Intelligence Agency," repeated Fuchs. 
"Now Doctor, before we start these proceedings," began the chairman. 
"Just a minute--" the witness interjected.  
Kameny was there merely to answer the questions, admonished the chairman, 
not ask them. 
"I would like to make one final request," said Kameny. 
"Mr. Harmon, please proceed," said the Chairman, ignoring him. 
“Dr. Kameny, does the name, the Mattachine Society of Washington, D.C. 
strike you with familiarity?” 
Kameny explained the purposes of the organization. No, it did not appear on 
the Justice Department's list of proscribed organizations. No, it did not encourage the 
commission of homosexuality in public places. And no, the MSW never attempted to 
"coerce, influence or pressure" Ronald Brass. 
“Do you, Dr. Kameny, as president of the Mattachine Society, swear 
allegiance to the United States of America?” 
"Yes, certainly," said Kameny. 
The Society, he explained, was a professional organization legally advocating 
for a minority group. Harmon offered Kameny's Civil Rights Commission statement 
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into the record. Its members had never been subject to blackmail. And it was open to 
heterosexuals, too. Then there was the matter of the individual responsible for the 
hearing itself. 
"Dr. Kameny," asked Harmon, "do you personally know one Warren 
Scarberry?" 
"I do." 
Kameny would not reveal whether Scarberry was a homosexual, but when 
pressed by the chairman, he had no choice but to admit, "I have met him in 
surroundings where there were other homosexuals present. That is all I can say." 
"What is Warren Scarberry's reputation in the homosexual community of 
Washington?" asked Harmon. 
"As somewhat erratic, somewhat unstable person who cannot always be taken 
at face value." 
"What do you mean by the word 'erratic'?" asked the Chairman. 
"You can't always count on the truth of what he says," said Kameny. He was 
unreliable, always on the move, with new supposed passions every day. "He is in 
Washington today, Baltimore tomorrow, Ohio the next day." 
Harmon had no further questions. 
"Dr. Kameny," began the Department's attorney, "have you ever been 
convicted of any sexual offense within the United States? 
Kameny admitted his San Francisco arrest, clarifying that he had not been 
convicted. 
"Do you regard yourself as a homosexual, Doctor?" 
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"I look upon that question as improper, as if you ask me my religion or 
political beliefs." 
"Is Warren Scarberry well known among the homosexuals?" 
"He is known to a large number of homosexuals that I know, yes." 
"Did he ever attend any of the Mattachine Society meetings? 
Kameny refused to answer twice. 
"Doctor, you mentioned Mr. Scarberry had a reputation among the 
homosexuals," said the Department attorney. "Who are those persons?" 
"You want names?" 
"Yes." 
"Considering current unfortunate Federal Government policies on this, I 
couldn't possibly give a name. I would not have a night's sleep for the rest of my life 
if I gave anybody's name," said Kameny. 
The chairman of the panel then had his own questions about Scarberry. "What 
was his occupation when you knew him?" 
"He has had a number," said Kameny. Nurse, answering service manager, the 
creator of a magazine that lasted only two issues. "He has dabbled in quite a number 
of things." 
"Do you know of your own knowledge whether, as a homosexual, Scarberry is 
an active or passive performer in this business?" 
"As I said before I don't know of my own knowledge that he is a homosexual," 
said Kameny. "Most people who are homosexuals take an in-between role in such 
relationships." 
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And why, asked the chairman, would someone as erratic and immature as 
Warren Scarberry live with a law school student working as an international 
economist in the government? 
They seemed to be friends, said Kameny. "Beyond that, I can't say." 
He then made an observation that Harmon--and everyone in the room--likely 
saw as a grave mistake. “I might point out that not all college grade men have college 
wives." 
"I have no further questions," said the chairman.138 
When Kameny returned to his car, there was a parking ticket waiting for him. 
He promptly mailed it to the Department of Commerce attorney who had cross-
examined him, requesting that the official pay it.139 
He did so with the confidence that the NCACLU would continue to protect 
him and his fellow Proud Plaintiffs, themselves originally drawn to the astronomer’s 
organizing because of his own legal crusade against the government. State 
surveillance and harassment had only solidified the alliance between the NCACLU 
and the MSW, and even if public officials attempted to dismantle his organization, 
then he could reasonably expect even more help from the heterosexual attorneys. 
Later in 1963, the alliance would face just such a test. 
 
 
138 Untitled Transcript, June 18, 1963, Box 15, Folder 5, FEK Papers.  
 






Chapter Three: The Congressman 
 
On July 5, 1963, Congressman John Dowdy of Texas rose on the floor of the 
United States House of Representatives. "Mr. Speaker, it came to my attention last 
fall that the District of Columbia government had granted a society of homosexuals a 
license to solicit charitable contributions in the District of Columbia," he began. 
"I introduced a bill in the last Congress to correct this situation, but it was too 
late to receive action at that time. Earlier this year, I introduced the bill again, as H.R. 
5990, with the earnest hope that It will receive the approval of this Congress." 
"I would call attention to the fact that I believe all of us received a letter from 
the President of the Mattachine Society of Washington, in August of last year, in 
which he enclosed an excerpt from the constitution of his society, and a news release 
which he had just issued. To refresh memory, I include those matters with my 
remarks.” 
"The Mattachine Society is admittedly a group of homosexuals. The acts of 
these people are banned under the laws of God, the laws of nature, and are in 
violation of the laws of man. I think a situation which requires them to be permitted a 
license to solicit charitable funds for the promotion of their sexual deviations is a bad 
law, and should be changed forthwith."1 
 
1 U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on the District of Columbia, Subcommittee No. 
4, Amending District of Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act, 88th Cong., 1st sess., August 8, 1963, 2. 
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Homophile activists and historians alike have long identified Congressman 
Dowdy’s crusade against the MSW as a turning point for the Society and, 
consequently, the movement. It thrust Kameny, who agreed to defend his Society 
before Congress, into the public eye, thus immunizing him against the fear of 
publicity. As this chapter illustrates, however, both the causes and effects of the saga 
were more complex—and more significant—than previous narratives have suggested. 
Kameny’s arguments about the morality of homosexuality remained consistent, the 
ordeal forced him to make those claims with unprecedented openness, and the 
NCACLU expanded its advocacy of homosexuals as a result. However, Kameny’s 
defense before Dowdy also created a new tension. The astronomer, scarred by 
Dowdy’s attempts to label his organization immoral, became newly preoccupied with 
the trappings of morality. If homosexuals were to continue to claim that 
homosexuality was inherently moral, then homosexuals needed to avoid giving their 
opponents ammunition to claim otherwise. They needed to perform morality, or, as 
historians have termed it, respectability. 
Dowdy’s bill, intended to render the MSW out of existence, arose from a 
larger political reaction against the cultural and legal changes taking place in post-war 
America. After exploring Dowdy’s correspondence and previous legislative efforts, it 
becomes clear that the Congressman attempted to utilize the controversy as an 
effective political weapon—after a series of defeats—against the perceived 
deterioration of western morality, evidenced by the rise of publications like Playboy 
and the fall of obscenity statues. In response, when Kameny agreed to defend his 
Society before Congress, the relationship between gay pride and the multilayered 
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American state became more dynamic. While local policing and the federal 
government’s purges pushed Kameny’s arguments of morality into legal briefs, 
legislative harassment pulled them into the open space of Congressional halls, the 
pages of the Post, and the consciousness of an increasingly militant homophile 
movement. 
When Dowdy confronted Kameny with allegations of supporting bestiality, or 
when he pointed to other homophile publications that suggested the movement was 
anything but immoral, Kameny subsequently began emphasizing a new concept: 
respectability. Because his claims of morality were emerging into the open, Kameny 
hoped to validate those claims by distancing himself from other behavior that could 
be construed as immoral, like lewd images in homophile publications, for example. 
As such, he and his fellow MSW board members hoped to make their claims of 
morality more palatable to the public, the government, and other homosexuals. As 
gay pride moved from the page or conference rooms and into the public sphere, 
respectability followed. 
Meanwhile, as the Society attempted to spread its ideology and strategy of 
pride to other groups on the east coast, it confronted a new obstacle. Homosexuals 
continued to accept the teachings of heterosexual authorities—in the Church and the 
field of psychiatry—who told them they suffered from a sickness. Thus, just as 
heterosexuals were unlikely to believe homosexuals were moral if they did not look 
moral, homosexuals were unlikely to believe they were moral if they believed they 
were sick. The Society’s subsequent effort to fight the diagnosis of homosexuality, 
then, resulted from the psychiatric barrier to the spread of the pride, which Kameny 
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had been proclaiming for three years. 
If the raids and purges had not convinced all NCACLU attorneys of the 
importance of fighting for the civil liberties of homosexuals, the Dowdy affair 
persuaded the rest of them. The Union’s mobilization against the bill spurred two 
new, enduring processes: first, the absorption of the Society’s congressional lobbying 
efforts, and, second, the dissemination of the tenants of the Kameny Brief (albeit a 
legalized, morality-free version) across the country. The leadership of the NCACLU, 
by lobbying Congressmen and fellow civil libertarians, initiated the process that 
would eventually render the Society obsolete. 
While the NCACLU spread the importance of homosexuality through the 
national Union, the MSW popularized the importance of the courts through the 
national homophile movement. Though the Dowdy bill passed in the House of 
Representatives, the subsequent conference of the East Coast Homophile 
Organizations (ECHO) proved that the Congressional saga had been worthwhile. The 
conference was, effectively, a joint MSW-NCACLU production, featuring nearly as 
many civil libertarian attorneys as there were homosexuals on the schedule. 
Compared to a 1963 conference that welcomed clergymen and psychiatrists, the 
Dowdy affair had changed the strategy of the movement—and heightened the 
influence of the Society—almost overnight. 
 
I. The Congressman and New Visibility 
 
The world of God was crumbling around 51-year-old John Bernard Dowdy. A 
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stout, bespectacled man with a ruddy complexion, he grew up only a few miles from 
the Louisiana border, the source of his east Texas drawl.2 As a young man, he worked 
his way through two years at Marshall, a Southern Baptist junior college, and then 
became a secretary in a law firm. He took that job in 1932, well before clerical 
positions filled with women.3 
He soon became a court reporter, and for the next eight years, he taught 
himself the law. “Mr. Dowdy studied and learned law on his own in the fashion of the 
old days of our country," one laudatory profile later explained.4 Though Dowdy had 
never practiced law, he ran for District Attorney. The ambitious court reporter won 
that race, and for eight years, he served as an earnest, methodical, church-attending 
prosecutor. Often willing to cut a deal for a guilty plea, Dowdy was not known to be 
especially aggressive. But for some types of defendants, he found aggression to be 
especially necessary. “This Negro is a lustful animal,” he told one jury, “because he 
lacks the very elements of mankind." That defendant received the death sentence, and 
in 1952, Dowdy won a seat in the United States House of Representatives.5 
In 1953, the year of his inauguration, the first issue of Playboy appeared on 
American newsstands. It was a disturbing development, for his time as a District 
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Attorney had also convinced him that in addition to blackness, pornography was 
another cause of sex crime. “Almost invariably, sex-offenders told me they were 
excited by such matter prior to the commission of their offenses,” he later wrote.6 
Appointed to the House’s Post Office and Civil Service Committee, Dowdy 
gained the power to fight Hugh Hefner and the forces of perversion. In 1955, he 
began his crusade.7 As chairman of a subcommittee investigating pornography in the 
mails, he bemoaned the “continuous bombardment of obscene and lascivious 
materials that should be barred from the mails if we are to maintain our high 
standards of morality and decency.”8 In March 1956, Dowdy introduced legislation 
that allowed the Postmaster General to temporarily detain obscene mail until a court 
could decide the material’s mail-worthiness.9 Only four months later, the Senate 
unanimously approved Dowdy’s bill, and on July 27, President Eisenhower signed it 
into law.10 
But what did obscene mean? The Supreme Court, eleven months after the 
enactment of Dowdy’s bill, opened the floodgates with its Roth decision in 1957, the 
 
6 Dowdy to Everett E. Kersey, February 24, 1966, Box 366, Folder 16, Dowdy Papers.  
 
7 “Name Rep. Robeson to House Subgroup,” Newport News Daily Press, July 31, 1955, 9C; 
“‘Chatterley’ Movie Decision Called ‘Shock’ in Congress,” Catholic Chronicle, July 17, 1959, 2.  
 
8 “Parents Find Obscenity Being Mailed Children,” The Catholic Advance, March 9, 1956, 7.  
 
9 “Curbs Placed on Flow of Obscene Printed Matter,” Denton Record-Chronicle, May 24, 1956, 4; 
“Late News Briefs,” The Catholic Advance, May 4, 1956, 4.  
 
10 “Detention of Mail for Temporary Periods in Certain Cases,” HR 9842, 84th Cong., 2nd sess., 
Congressional Record 102, 12290; “Senate Approves Bill to Crack Down on Obscene Literature,” 




same year as the Howl obscenity trial. How could Dowdy and his allies protect 
American children from pornography when its protectors merely had to claim it had 
“redeeming social importance”?11 The decision marked the beginning of a “sudden 
revolution,” as a Presidential Commission on Pornography later described it, in what 
Americans could legally enjoy.12 
Dowdy redoubled his efforts. Democratic leadership had moved him to the 
District of Columbia Committee, so the third-term Congressman shifted his crusade to 
the morality of the nation’s capital. In March 1958, he introduced a new bill, one that 
would ban the creation or distribution of Washington publications dedicated to 
“scandals/whoring, lechery, assignations, intrigues between men and women, and 
immoral conduct of persons.” Those found guilty would face up to a $500 fine and a 
yearlong jail sentence.13 
For five years, Dowdy attempted to guide various forms of this bill through 
Congress. And for five years, despite the support of numerous religious groups, he 
experienced defeat. He watched Playboy’s circulation grow and America’s sinners 
become emboldened by a Supreme Court that continuously whittled away at the 
moral fabric of America, first allowing homosexual publications, then adultery-ridden 
films, and finally, in 1962, homosexual pornography itself. But that year, Dowdy 
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approached victory. On October 3, ten days before Congress adjourned for the mid-
term elections, a House-Senate conference committee approved his bill, which then 
headed to President Kennedy’s desk.14 
Two vocal adversaries—the NCACLU and the Washington press—rose 
against the Texas Congressman. Dowdy’s bill allowed police officers “untrammeled 
authority,” as the NCACLU put it, to seize any property involved in the creation of 
obscene materials.15 “If you had a copy of Chaucer’s ‘Canterbury Tales,’” warned 
The Washington Daily News, “the District could proceed to seize your furniture, your 
car, your lawn mower.” Entire newspapers could be shut down.16 “It would be just 
about as sensible and just about as efficacious to put blinders and earmuffs on 
everyone in the community and forbid them to read or see or hear anything,” wrote 
The Washington Post. “May the President preserve us by veto from a pseudo-sanctity 
so insufferable!”17 
On October 9, 1962 Dowdy leapt to defend the constitutionality of his bill. 
“You have been misled by the smut peddlers,” he wrote to the Daily News.18 His bill 
was necessary, too. “J. Edgar Hoover stated that ‘sex-mad magazines are creating 
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criminals faster than jails can be built,’” he wrote to the Post.19 But less than a week 
before he returned to Texas for his re-election campaign, Dowdy knew his legislation 
was doomed. So he went on the offensive, initiating two other battles that he knew his 
constituents would meet with approval. First, the same day he wrote to the Daily 
News and the Post to defend his bill, he also announced he had written President 
Kennedy, denouncing the use of federal marshals to force the racial integration of the 
University of Mississippi.20 
The following day, three days before the 88th Congress adjourned, he initiated 
his second battle.21 He introduced his first bill against the Mattachine Society of 
Washington.22 “Of course, no action will be possible on the proposal until next 
session, but I wanted to put my colleagues on notice that action was impending,” he 
wrote to a constituent.23 On October 19, Kennedy vetoed Dowdy's obscenity bill, 
citing "grave" constitutional concerns.24 His district forgave him for the failure, and 
three weeks later, Dowdy won re-election with eighty-seven percent of the vote.25 As 
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one Texan politician later described his success, "He's against Negroes and queers--
and down here that's unbeatable."26 
The letters poured into Dowdy's office. “Stay in there and pitch," wrote a 
Houstonian man.27 If the Congressman continued fighting the "sex-permeated 
atmosphere of our time," wrote a married woman from Washington, "you have 
thousands behind you too."28 The day after his election, Dowdy wrote back: the letters 
inspired him to “try even harder."29 
The next summer, Dowdy re-introduced his obscenity bill and H.R. 5990, a 
piece of legislation that would, as he promised a constituent, "take the wind out of the 
sails of the so-called Mattachine Society of homosexuals."30 
A year earlier, while preparing for the letter-writing campaign, Kameny had 
wanted to ensure that his organization was in good legal standing with the District of 
Columbia. A federal law (the District was, at the time, still ruled by Congress) 
required non-profit organizations, if they planned to solicit funds from the public, to 
apply for a Charitable Solicitation License. Kameny duly applied for the license at the 
License and Permit Division in the District Building—he used his own name and 
address—and on August 14, the Mattachine Society of Washington became officially 
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certified to raise money for its charitable causes. 
“Group Aiding Deviates Issued Charity License” headlined the September 16 
article. Someone had tipped off the Star. The media, which had previously ignored 
the Mattachine, finally had a story, a scandal. Indeed, an organization of deviates 
acting legitimately was not newsworthy, for the public already knew it could not be 
truly legitimate. The government treating a deviate organization legitimately was a 
story, for it signaled that something was profoundly wrong with the broader licensing 
system in the District of Columbia.31  
The tip likely originated from within the License and Permits Division, for its 
superintendent, C. T. Nottingham, spoke to the Star angrily, enthusiastically, and on 
the record. The Star explained his dilemma: he had no authority to deny a license to 
any organization that properly filled out an application. “The license chief,” wrote the 
Star, “added that if the group solicits ‘as much as one dollar,’ he would order them to 
open their books and records for examination.”32 
Kameny had received the Star’s call for comment earlier that week. The 
Society had not solicited any funds, he explained. He provided the origin of the name 
“Mattachine” but refused to disclose the number of members in his Society. And, 
wary of media coverage that he had not expected—and over which he had no 
control—he requested that the Star not print his name. The newspaper complied.33 
 








In 1962, Kameny did not attempt to turn his organization’s first press 
exposure into more publicity.34 Although a local news station interviewed him in 
early October—Kameny simply listed his organization’s purposes—the Society’s 
Executive Board remained entirely preoccupied by its communications with 
Congress.35 The press was not only out of his control, but also secondary in purpose. 
Kameny was focused on gaining entrée with those who had real power—members of 
Congress and officials in the federal bureaucracy. If anything, publicity threatened his 
aims. Members of Congress could, after all, easily read the Star article and decide that 
the Society was nothing more than a political liability, a controversy in the making. 
The bill, which Dowdy had introduced on May 1, accomplished two tasks. 
First, it amended the District of Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act, which 
regulated the activities of non-profit organizations in Washington. The first section of 
Dowdy's bill would force the District to distribute charitable licenses only to groups 
that promoted the "health, welfare, and the morals of the District of Columbia." 
In its second section, the real purpose of the bill was clear. "Notwithstanding 
the District of Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act or any other provision of law, the 
certificate of registration heretofore issued to the Mattachine Society of Washington 
under such Act is revoked."36 
Kameny had not learned about Dowdy's first draft of the bill in 1962. Now, 
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however, it took only five days for him to receive the terrible news. On July 10, he 
frantically wrote to David Carliner of the NCACLU for advice. Was the bill likely to 
pass in the House? The Senate? Would there be hearings? Was there a chance 
President Kennedy would actually sign it? If passed, should they take it to court? Has 
the ACLU ever seen a bill like this? "This is, of course, just the type of harassing 
legislation which has been directed, at a state and local level, against the NAACP in 
the South," he wrote. “We are rank novices at this sort of thing. Can you offer any 
suggestions."37 
That same day, Kameny wrote to his Executive Board to plan an emergency 
meeting for the next week. "I think that it would be better, for a variety of reasons--
psychological ones, if no others--that this not be mentioned at our regular meeting on 
July 11," he wrote.38 At the next week's emergency meeting, the board drafted a letter 
to the District's Board of Commissioners. “As an organization lawfully operating in 
the District of Columbia, for lawful purposes, we wish to express our strong 
opposition to this bill," wrote the Board.39  
Frank Kameny also made a bold decision, a choice he knew could destroy 
him. It would bring the harsh lights of the media, expose him to potential employers, 
and threaten the destruction of the anonymity and security held so dear by his 
organization. Kameny would become the first gay man to testify on behalf of his 
fellow homosexuals before the United States Congress. Who else would be willing to 
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protect his organization? And most importantly, who else would be objectively more 
qualified to speak for him, his organization, or his minority? 
On July 31, Kameny sent twenty-four letters, one to each member of the 
House's Committee on the District of Columbia, to "respectfully request that hearings 
be held prior to the reporting out of this legislation, and that representatives of this 
Society be given an opportunity to testify."40 
While waiting for a response, Kameny may have wondered whether he should 
have simply emulated the slow, conservative methods of the other homophile groups, 
strategies developed after those activists learned of the history of backlash and 
persecution--the arrests, the lost jobs, the disintegration of organizations--that 
followed militant action. Indeed, Curtis Dewees of the MSNY had predicted just such 
a downfall at a ONE Convention in 1962. "It is my contention that if a group of 
organized homosexuals is suddenly thrust on the guardians of public morality, the 
initial reaction would be indignation, hor-ror, and a general demand to crush such a 
despicable mon-ster," he told the audience of homosexuals. "Not having prepared the 
way for itself, such an organization would probably not survive.”41 
Kameny hoped to prove him wrong. On August 6, he received a letter from 
the clerk of the House's Committee on the District of Columbia. Hearings would take 
place at the Cannon House Office Building on August 8, in two days. "You are 
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hereby invited to testify," the clerk told Kameny, "if you so desire."42 
On the morning of August 8th, Kameny woke up to thrilling news. Three days 
earlier, he had written to Washington Post editorialist Alan Barth with a copy of H.R. 
5990, Dowdy's introductory remarks, and the details of the hearing.43 That Thursday 
morning, Kameny learned that he and the Post shared an enemy. On page fourteen, 
below an editorial protesting a Virginia judge's injunction against African American 
civil rights demonstrations, was an editorial titled "Unpopular Causes." 44 
"A House District subcommittee is to hold a hearing this morning on an 
unfortunate bill introduced by Rep. Dowdy of Texas," began the short editorial. It 
quoted the Society's "unconventional" causes from its constitution. "It does not 
function in any way, of course, to promote homosexual activity." Not only did 
Dowdy's bill violate the First Amendment by requiring government approval of an 
educational organization's morality, Post readers learned, but by revoking the 
Society's license, it was a bill of attainder, or a law that punishes without a trial--
something "the Constitution flatly forbids."45  
The editorial, however, did not mention Kameny's name. So although he had a 
new ally, Kameny walked into the Cannon House Office Building -unsure of how his 
imminent exposure would feel. 
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At 10:25 AM, the hearing began. "The first witness on our list," began 
Dowdy, "is Robert F. Kneipp, Esq., from the Corporation Counsel's Office."46 
Kneipp sat at the witness table with a copy of a letter signed by the District 
Commissioners, the three appointed officials who governed Washington. Next to him 
was another representative of the District of Columbia's government, C. T. 
Nottingham, the License and Permits official who had angrily spoken to the Star 
about his inability to block the licensing of the Society. "The Commissioners," began 
Kneipp, "object to the enactment of H.R. 5990 for two principal reasons." First, to 
require a determination that all charitable organizations promoted the District's 
"health, welfare, and the morals" would impose "a heavy and difficult burden" on 
Washington's government.47 
Dowdy was speechless. The District of Columbia was, against all odds, 
defending the homosexuals. "I would like to know what suggestions you would have 
to take care of this problem," said Dowdy, indignantly. "As you realize, it is a security 
problem, and if an organization promoting homosexuality is a charitable organization, 
I have grown up in a wrong age.” Kneipp explained that the bill would require the 
District to hold hearings for each charitable organization in the District--more than 
163 per year. "You are permitting them to solicit contributions for the promotion of 
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perversions and immorality," accused Dowdy.48  
Kneipp explained that the Society, in fact, was educational in purpose. To 
prove his point, he read from the Solicitation Act, which permitted educational 
organizations, and from the Society's own constitution, which indeed emphasized 
education. "This is a relatively small organization," he added. "It has disclosed--" 
"They claim, according to their figures, up in the millions," Dowdy 
interrupted. 
"Of potential adherents, I take it you mean, sir?" 
"It is a national and international organization." 
Kneipp continued by explaining the second problem with the bill, its 
revocation of the Society's charitable solicitation license. The Commissioners had 
"grave" concerns about the bill's constitutionality, echoing President Kennedy's own 
word choice in his veto of Dowdy's obscenity bill. And in their letter, they wanted to 
make something so clear that they said it twice. Their objections were "not to be 
construed as approving homosexual practices." 
What did Kneipp mean, asked Congressman Whitener, when he drafted that 
parenthetical for the Commissioners? 
Kneipp explained that their problems with the bill were simply legal in nature. 
“It could be an organization for the propagation of redheads or something of this sort, 
regardless of the nature the bill is bad." 
"I don’t think anybody is objecting to the propagation of redheads," quipped 
 




"As a matter of fact, as a redhead, we take exception to the comparison," 
added Congressman Huddleston.49 
Congressman B. F. Sisk of California said he would likely vote to remove the 
anti-Mattachine section of the bill, and he asked C. T. Nottingham if he had any 
comments. 
Yes, he did. Nottingham wanted the right to deny licenses to promote "public 
decency." Indeed, as the law stood, he would be forced to grant a license to 
Communists, too.  
"As far as I know, all of the security risks that have deserted the United States 
and gone over to the Communists have been these homosexuals," said Dowdy. 
"I have another descriptive term that I don’t think would be polite to use," said 
Nottingham.50 
Congressman Whitener suggested that Kneipp should draft a version of the 
law that would fix the problems he had mentioned. 
But he should not, Dowdy warned, "carry into this law the apologies you have 
made for the homosexual organization." 
Kneipp left the witness table. Time was running out, since Congress was 
meeting in only a few minutes. 
"We have the president of the Mattachine Society here who wanted to testify," 
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said Dowdy. "You are not going to have long now, Kameny, if you will come around 
we will hear what you have to say."51 
"Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appear here today as president of 
the Mattachine Society of Washington," began Kameny, reading his meticulously 
organized, three-part statement. He began defining the purposes of the organization, 
and within seconds: 
"Let me interrupt you. You have been a governmental employee, have you?" 
"I have been, at one time." 
The delegitimization of the witness began. What branch of the government? 
Was he discharged as a security risk? Why was he discharged? Did he admit immoral 
conduct? Did he admit immoral conduct now? 
Kameny refused to admit immoral conduct. 
"Very well. Proceed." 
Kameny explained his society was a civil liberties organization, not a social 
one. It attempted to change laws and educate the public. It was entirely legal.  What 
was "revolting," as Dowdy had put it, was a matter of personal taste—like different 
types of food.52 
"Let me ask a question," said Dowdy. "Isn’t it true that your society is devoted 
to convincing the public that homosexuality or homosexual activity is normal, moral, 
and worthy of equal status with heterosexual marriage when two homosexuals form 
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an indefinite time alliance for homosexual purposes?"53 
Dowdy held the astronomer to his assertions of pride, but Kameny had not 
considered gay marriage before, and the Society did not even have a position on it. 
But Kameny staked out a position. "If two individuals wish to enter into such a 
relationship it is certainly their right to do so as they choose; yes, sir." 
And you want that in spite of everything that is in the laws of the various 
States and the Bible, both the Old and New Testaments? You oppose all of that?" 
"We will refer to those matters in a moment. We do—" A bell rang. 
"We are going to have to adjourn," said Dowdy. "That is the second bell." 
They would re-convene the next morning.54 
That evening, Kameny confronted the realities of testifying as a homosexual. 
“D.C. Fights Bill Cutting Help for Homosexuals," reported the Evening Star. In the 
article's penultimate paragraph, it printed his name. "The president of the Mattachine 
Society of Washington, Franklin E. Kameny, began to read a prepared statement but 
was cut off when the subcommittee was forced to close the hearing after the House 
went into session." Kameny, already unemployed, still closeted back home, was 
exposed. His assertions of pride, once made as an open but contained legal argument, 
would now be made before the world.55  
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II. In Defense of Morality 
 
At 10:10 the next morning, Kameny resumed his seat at the witness table. 
Congressman Dowdy had another question for him. 
"Now, do you consider yourselves to be a separate race from ordinary 
people?" 
No, said Kameny. 
Well, the American Constitution only protected citizens from discrimination 
based on race, creed, color, or previous servitude, said Dowdy. "So it must be a 
religion that you are practicing." 
"No." 
"A perversion in pornography, and so on." 
"We have nothing to do with pornography or obscenity." 
"I have looked at some of your books. Actually, I consider them 
pornography." 
"Well, the Postmaster General allows them to go through the mail," said 
Kameny, in a particularly stinging rebuttal for this Congressman. Kameny introduced 
a copy of the Society's Gazette. 
"Hand that to the committee and we will see what it is," said Dowdy. 
Kameny was prepared. "I have copies for all members of the committee, if 
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you wish,” he said.56 
"I have here one of the Mattachine Reviews, which is published, I take it, by 
your national society," said Dowdy. He held up a copy of an April 1960 edition. 
"I emphasize they are not part of us nor we of them," said Kameny. 
"You sort of follow along," said Dowdy. "They use these words in instructing 
perverts in the transactions of the lives--it says here, and I read the sentence under an 
article entitled 'Never Pay Blackmail'…'it is necessary to exercise caution at all times 
when soliciting strangers, to avoid tragic consequences.' Do you teach your members 
that, also?" 
Kameny explained they never discussed solicitation. 
Dowdy continued reading. "'If a choice is necessary between paying him'--that 
is, blackmail--it says, 'never pay the blackmailer. Between paying him and killing 
him, then killing him is the wiser alternative." Do you teach that, also?" 
"We tell our members to go to the police department where any matter of 
blackmailing will be properly handled," said Kameny. "I have yet to meet the 
homosexual who has actually been subject to blackmail."57 
Congressman Horton, however, wanted to talk about sex. He noticed, on page 
two of Kameny's statement, a sentence about "altering the criminal law in regard to 
private, consenting homosexual acts by adults." 
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This position was a new one. The Society had not been publicly advocating 
for legalization of homosexual activity, but Kameny included it in his statement 
nonetheless. Horton held him to it. 
 "You do condone the homosexual act, do you not?" 
"We feel that it should not be made criminal." 
"You do condone the homosexual act, do you not?" 
"My statement stands. We feel that it should not be a matter of criminal law." 
Horton repeated himself a third time, and Kameny did, too. 
So, Horton asked, Kameny's Society was trying to educate the public that 
homosexual acts should be legal? 
"Among other things, certainly." 
Repeatedly, Congressman Horton asked Kameny for a membership list, and 
repeatedly, Kameny declined. He did provide the names of the Society’s officers, 
however.58 
Dowdy smelled blood. He turned back to Nottingham. "Is that their true 
names?" 
"That is their names," said Nottingham. 
"I am asking the witness here, is that their true names?" 
"Those are the names with which they are registered in the society," said 
Kameny. "I know of no others, as president of the society." 
Dowdy had finally found something. He knew how he was going to destroy 
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the Mattachine Society, and he wanted it on the record. “So that isn't their names. 
You have got dummies registered with the District as officers of your society?" 
Kameny repeated himself. 
"And that is not their true names?" 
"They may or they may not be." 
“You are unwilling to tell us that that is their true names, that those are their 
true names?" 
Dowdy asked four more times, and each time, Kameny refused to answer. 
"But as far as you know they may be aliases or completely fictitious?" asked 
Huddleston. 
"It is not impossible but I have no reason to think that they were adopted for 
purposes of fraud." 
Kameny had said the word himself. "I think the very filing of the application 
for charter with fictitious names on it ipso facto is fraud," added Huddleston. He read 
from the Charitable Solicitation law, which punished false or fraudulent statements 
with a jail sentence. "I think maybe this ought to be looked into," said Huddleston. 
"With full knowledge that they are fictitious names," added Dowdy. 
"Not necessarily," said Kameny. 
"Not necessarily," repeated Dowdy, annoyed. "Can you answer my question? 
Is it with full knowledge that they are fictitious names?"59 
Kameny avoided the question, which Dowdy repeated four more times. 
 
59 Ibid., 45-46. 
 
 180 
On Dowdy's fourth attempt, a man rose from the audience. He handed 
Kameny a note, from which Kameny read. "I might point out that it is not unlawful to 
adopt a pseudonym in the District of Columbia," he said. 
"Who was that that just gave you that note?" asked Dowdy. 
"I do not know,” said Kameny. 
"Identify yourself," said Dowdy to the man. 
“My name is Monroe Freedman, sir. I am the next witness." 
"Are you a member of this society?" 
"I am not here in any capacity other than as chairman of the Freedom of 
Communications Committee of the National Capital Area Civil Liberties Union." 
Dowdy repeated his question two more times, and twice Freedman 
 told him it was irrelevant. 
"What is your occupation?" 
"I am a member of the bar and a law professor at George Washington 
University." 
"Can we assume from your refusal to answer that you are a member of this 
society?" 
"You may assume anything you choose, sir. I refuse to answer the question. 
My private associations are not germane to this proceeding."60 
Horton continued probing him for information on the Society’s officers, and 
almost endlessly, on everything else, including the Society’s meetings, its newsletter, 
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its educational activities, its finances, and its fundraising activities. 
And once again, he brought it back to sex. He asked Kameny to read from the 
sodomy law. 
“Every person who shall be convicted of taking into his or her mouth or anus 
the sexual organ of any other person or animal,” Horton read aloud, “shall be 
convicted of having carnal copulation in an opening of the body except sexual parts.” 
This was the law, Horton asked, that Kameny wanted repealed? This is what 
his Society was educating the public about? He was in favor of bestiality? Kameny 
said he wanted to omit discussion of animals, but Horton—and then Huddleston 
too—repeatedly pressed him on the issue. Kameny fell into the trap. He admitted he 
was not personally opposed to bestiality, and it was a “matter of an individual 
preference.” 
“In other words, then, it doesn’t shock your morals,” asked Huddleston. 
“No,” admitted Kameny. He attempted to clarify that his Society only favored 
the legalization of private consensual homosexual activity among adults, but the 
damage was done. Kameny tried to steer the discussion back to homosexuality, 
reading from his statement once again. “Those who find homosexuality revolting are 
free not to engage in it. But under our system, this does not require that all conform.”  
Dowdy interrupted. Was the Society an “amoral organization?” he asked. 61 
Kameny admitted his Society had not taken a “specific stand” on the morality 
of homosexuality. “I will state for myself,” he added, “that I feel that homosexuality 
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whether by mere inclination or by overt act is not only not immoral but when 
homosexual acts when performed voluntarily by consenting adults, are moral in a 
positive and real sense and are good and are right and are desirable both for the 
individuals performing them and for the society around them.” 
“Does that apply also to acts between human beings and animals?” asked 
Huddleston. 
“That is not homosexuality and does not come within our purview,” said 
Kameny. He attempted to change the topic by citing Dowdy’s remarks on the House 
floor, during which the Congressman claimed homosexuality was against God’s laws. 
“There is much difference of opinion in regard to the laws of God. I need only refer to 
the recent report published by an English Quaker group, indicating that in their view 
homosexual practices are not in violation of the laws of God.”62 
“I would like to interrupt you right there,” said Dowdy. Kameny had made 
another tactical blunder. Not only was he treading into Dowdy’s territory—the 
Congressman prided himself on his biblical knowledge—but he was also citing a 
religious group in the United Kingdom, a country experiencing the tangible 
consequences of moral decay. 
“I have read the New Testament and the Old Testament both, and I can’t see 
how there would be any doubt about what the Book says,” said Dowdy. He began 
reading, quoting St. Paul and, in the Old Testament, Leviticus. 
“The Lord was emphatic in regard to the sin of abomination,” Dowdy 
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explained. “He excused neither the active nor the passive participant in the 
homosexual act in these words: 
 ‘If a man also lie with mankind as he lieth with a woman both of them have 
committed an abomination. They shall surely be put to death. Their blood shall be 
upon them.’ I cannot see how you can interpret that as you have, or that there could 
even be a difference of opinion in regard to what that says.” 
“This is a matter of theology,” responded Kameny. “I feel that a theological 
discussion on the part of a Member of Congress in his capacity is grossly improper 
under the First Amendment to the Constitution.” 
“You brought the subject up,” said Dowdy. 
Kameny, realizing he had brought it up himself, decided to engage. He quoted 
a Canon from the Church of England, defending homosexuality as natural. “In 
addition, I will point out, just in passing, that the eating of cooked food, the wearing 
of clothes, and the meeting of this committee this morning in a cooled room on a hot 
summer day can all be considered to be in violation of the laws of nature.” He added 
that Illinois had recently repealed its sodomy laws. The Mattachine Society wanted 
the same done in the District of Columbia.63 
“Matters of morality,” said Kameny, “are matters of personal opinion and 
individual religious belief and under the First Amendment to the Constitution the 
Federal Government is prohibited from interceding in them as such.”64 
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But Congressman Horton wanted to bring the discussion back to sex. What 
about homosexual activity among more than two people? Should gay group sex be 
legal, too? 
“This is an interesting point,” conceded Kameny. “My organization has taken 
no particular stand on that.” 
“I mean, you are making a recommendation to a committee of Congress now 
for proposed legislation,” chided Horton. If sodomy were legal, would there be a limit 
to the number of people allowed to engage in it? 
“As long as there is no public disorder involved,” Kameny eventually 
admitted. 
“All right,” said Horton, “Now, how many people do you believe could be 
involved?” 
Kameny explained it was impossible to set a specific limit. 
“Would you permit 10?” asked Horton, repeatedly. 
“If the proceedings were orderly and no public disturbance were caused,” said 
Kameny. 
What about 20? 
“Certainly. You can have a dinner party for two and have a dinner party for 
fifty as long as it is carried out in an orderly fashion. I fail to see a difference.” 
Kameny’s comparison reminded Congressman Dowdy of something. 
 “I saw a so-called newsletter,” he said, “put out by some bunch of perverts 
which mentioned the fact that somebody was gaining weight on a diet of semen. Is 
that the kind of dinner party you are talking about?” 
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“No, it is not.” said Kameny. “I was referring to an ordinary, conventional 
dinner party of the type that you or Mr. Horton might attend.” 
“We don’t go to the kind of parties you are talking about,” quipped Dowdy.65 
The questioning continued ad nauseam, designed entirely to embarrass and 
entrap the homosexual witness. Dowdy interrogated Kameny about his positions on 
gay marriage and prostitution, fornication and adultery, incest and national security, 
the origin of the term “homophile” and Kameny’s attempts to compare homosexuals 
to the black minority (“Are you trying to pull them down to your moral level or trying 
to elevate yourselves?”)66 
In total, Kameny testified for three and a half hours. It marked the first time in 
history someone had testified on behalf of homosexuals the United States legislature. 
Though Kameny himself weathered the spectacle, by the time Dowdy recessed for 
lunch at 1:30 PM, it was unclear whether his Society would survive the month. As 
Dowdy concluded his questioning, he turned back to Nottingham. “You will then, Mr. 
Nottingham, check to see if these are real persons or fictitious names?” 
“Yes, I will.” 
“And look into the suspension of this license.” 
“I certainly will look at it and apply those penalties that are available, yes.”67 
After a recess, Dowdy interrogated the Vice President of the Society, “Ellen 
 
65 Ibid., 71. 
 
66 Ibid., 79. 
 
67 Ibid., 90. 
 
 186 
Keene.” She refused to provide her real name. Then he called Professor Monroe 
Freedman. The witness introduced himself as a professor at George Washington 
University Law School. An alumnus of Harvard College and Law School, he was 
testifying as the chairman of the NCACLU’s Freedom of Communications 
Committee. 
He refused to disclose whether he was a member of the Society, but yes, he 
admitted, he was testifying under his true name. 
“Do you know any reason,” asked Dowdy, “why these other people 
wouldn’t?” 
“It is their understanding apparently, and it seems to me there is reason to 
believe it, that they could be subjected to persecution because of homosexuality or 
because someone might rightly or wrongly believe that they are homosexuals.” 
No, he was not an attorney for the Society. He was there solely to represent 
the NCACLU, which had a mission to protect the Constitution of the United States. “I 
might say, sir, that the bill is rather remarkable in the amount of unconstitutionality 
that it has been managed to pack into two short paragraphs,” Freedman added. 
Dowdy began questioning him about his experiences defending illegal 
behavior before Congress. 
Freedman had not testified in Congress since 1959 on a labor issue, he 
explained. “I would not mind, sir, chatting with you about this, except that I promised 
my daughter that I would drive her to a summer camp today, and I am late now, and 
she is rather anxious. If I could talk about the bill I would be grateful.” 
Horton then questioned him about his connections to the Society. Freedman 
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admitted he informally advised them after Kameny had called him a week ago. “I did 
not know until Friday evening when Mr. Carliner called me and asked me to testify, 
that I would be here.” 
Freedman repeatedly refused to disclose whether he was a member of the 
Society, but he did admit he had given Kameny “informal legal advice” over the past 
week--he refused to say what he had advised. 
“Again I have now been here 20 minutes or so, and I haven't yet had a chance 
to talk about the bill,” said Freedman.68 
“If you would answer the questions that were asked, instead of evading them, 
we would have been through with this a long time ago,” responded Dowdy. He asked 
about the note Freedman had passed Kameny earlier that day, while the Society 
president was testifying. 
The note simply explained pseudonyms were legal in Washington, said 
Freedman. “I felt at the time that the witness was being badgered, and that it was only 
fair to him that he know this piece of law.”69 
At last, Dowdy permitted Freedman to read from his statement. First, 
Freedman explained, the NCACLU opposed H.R. 5990’s “unconstitutionally vague 
qualification on freedom of speech.” The issue, he told the Congressmen, was “not 
whether we agree or disagree with Mr. Kameny or the Mattachine Society, but 
whether we are going to interfere with their expressions to the public.” 
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He treated Dowdy like he would treat a law student. If H.R. 5990 were passed, 
would it be legal to raise money for mothers of illegitimate children? “Is this a moral 
thing to do?” 
“That is a charitable purpose,” answered Dowdy. 
“I see,” said the professor. “But is it moral? It is a vague standard.” 
Second, the bill was a bill of attainder, “as clear a case of a bill of attainder 
and denial of equal protection of the laws and denial of due process of law as one 
could conceive of.”70 
“It is not that at all,” answered Dowdy, now on the defensive. “It is just 
removing a permit a permit, not a license, a permit that they have to— “ 
“But what is the justification for doing this?” asked Freedman 
“They are collecting funds for the promotion of an illegal enterprise,” 
answered Dowdy. 
It was the right of any American “to propagandize any crazy idea he has.” The 
protection of morality was no excuse. “There are so many things that are immoral that 
we should not draw legislative lines around; the most deadly of the sins that we know, 
hatred, lust, greed, covetousness, we do not have legislation against those things.”71 
Horton wanted a specific recommendation. What should Congress do instead? 
“My recommendation to you, sir, is to tear up this bill and forget about it.”72 
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It was getting late, and Dowdy was ready to conclude the hearing. 
“You say you teach law at Georgetown University?” he asked Freedman. 
“George Washington University.” 
“Are they aware of your activities in behalf of this Mattachine Society?” 
“Not to my knowledge; I am sure they will be shortly.” 
Dowdy turned to Kameny, who was still in the audience. “Is there anything in 
your mind that would prevent you from giving us a list of the persons who have 
contributed money under your solicitations here in the District of Columbia? 
“Yes, two things,” said Kameny. “First, we do not keep such a list; secondly, 
in any case, we could not give you the names of members. Names given to you today 
will mean loss of jobs tomorrow. We cannot be responsible for that.” 
Freedman, still at the witness table, agreed with Kameny. “They are concerned 
about the kind of harassment that many of them apparently have already suffered and 
which, I think, was implicit in your own question to me, Does my university know 
that I am testifying here on behalf of the Mattachine Society? Why would you ask 
such a question?” 
“I wanted to know,” said Dowdy. 
“If it were not implicit in the question that this might do me some professional 
harm?” 
“I think the record will be quite clear,” said Freedman. 
“I think you are sensitive to the question,” added Congressman Horton. 
“I am sensitive on the issue; yes. I certainly am, because I do not think that 
one should suffer, nor do I expect to, frankly, in his job, because of his ideas that have 
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nothing to do with his performance of his job.” 
At 4:20 p.m., Dowdy recessed his subcommittee’s hearing.73 
On August 15, Dowdy wrote to the President of the District of Columbia 
Board of Commissioners. “This organization of homosexuals is a ‘secret’ society,” he 
wrote. The officers’ names were “obviously fictitious.” The organization’s president, 
moreover, had been dismissed from his job at the Defense Department from a 
“homosexual morals offense committed in a public rest-room in San Francisco.”  
“I and other members of our Subcommittee feel strongly that the dignity of the 
District of Columbia should not be loaned to such a group.” 
Dowdy formally requested a permanent revocation of the Society’s permit.74 
The District of Columbia’s Licensing Office began investigating the Society, 
attempting to determine whether its president, in applying for a charitable solicitation 
license, had committed fraud.75 
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 After the Dowdy hearings, however, Kameny felt emboldened. The “hostile” 
subcommittee, wrote Kameny in a summary for the other homophile organizations, 
“attempted, without success, to badger, browbeat, embarrass, and intimidate the 
witnesses. It can reasonably be said that the Committee came out second best.” If the 
bill passed, the NCALU would sue, and the Society would have the Post as its ally.76 
Hal Call of the San Francisco Mattachine applauded Kameny’s “excellent job 
with the affair,” but he was uneasy about his frank public relations strategy. The San 
Francisco Mattachine’s constitution, explained Call, avoided mention of the word 
“homosexual” to keep “many critics off our backs.” His group was merely concerned 
with “human sex problems first.” The MSW’s homosexuality-laden statement of 
Purposes, introduced into the Congressional Record by Dowdy, exposed “too much 
bare and so far still tender skin for the vultures to peck at.”77 
“A spade should be called a spade,” responded Kameny.78 
Kameny was willing to admit his Society was an organization for 
homosexuals, but the Dowdy hearings had also taught him the importance of 
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projecting respectable homosexuality. It was a principle he was willing to enforce. In 
the August edition of ONE Magazine, a pencil sketch of a sailor—sitting on a toilet, 
penis exposed—appeared in the magazine. It was the benign artwork of a literary 
advisor to the magazine, but Kameny grew enraged.79 
“The Executive Board,” wrote “Bruce Schuyler” to ONE, has directed me to 
express unequivocally to you its utter shock and disgust that you would waste 
valuable space to reproduce an ordinary and artistically and socially unredeeming 
drawing of a nude sailor defecating.” 
After Kameny and Keene had “done much to dispel some of the popular 
misconceptions of homosexuals,” wrote Schuyler, “now along comes your magazine 
with a drawing which Congressman Dowdy can wave at his colleagues in the House 
of Representatives and shout: ‘What did I tell you? These unnatural people are not 
interested in educating others except to their own unnatural lusts!’”80 
As for the idea of a White House picket, an idea being circulated by Randy 
Wicker in New York, Kameny’s experiences with Dowdy taught him, as he wrote to 
Wicker, that “the off-the-cuff-ness and spontaneity must go.” Kameny was 
ambivalent about the idea, and if he were to picket, the event would have to be 
perfectly choreographed. “The general advisability of this must be considered, first. 
Then EVERY step and EVERY detail must be planned and thought out,” he wrote. 
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Thus, while Wicker schemed, Kameny focused on what he had control over, like the 
inaugural meeting of the East Coast Homophile Organizations (ECHO), to be held in 
Philadelphia over Labor Day Weekend.81 
The organizers, including Kameny, had spent the summer inviting 
psychiatrists, attorneys, religious figures--anyone--who would speak at their 
conference. ECHO public relations officer "Robert King" of the MSW invited the 
group's new allies--David Carliner of the NCACLU, Alan Barth of the Washington 
Post--and its enemies, CSC Chairman John Macy and two other CSC officials. While 
Carliner explained he wanted to argue Scott v. Macy before he spoke before the 
Society, the CSC's General Counsel declined without a reason.82 
 On August 23, a small ad appeared on page 26 of the New York Times, titled 
“HOMOSEXUALITY—TIME FOR REAPPRAISAL.”83 It was the first time the 
Times had accepted an ad for a homosexual organization. It even contained the word 
“homosexuality.” Kameny, armed with this new precedent, went straight to the 
Washington Post. If the Times would advertise for homosexuals, what was stopping 
the Post?84 On August 28, the Society received a letter from a Washington resident. “I 
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noted with interest the advertisement in today’s ‘Post,’” he wrote. “I would be 
interested in receiving any literature on the Mattachine Society.”85 
At last, the Society could advertise itself. But the victories were almost in 
vain: the venue for the conference, Philadelphia’s Drake Hotel, tried to cancel only 
days before the conference. “I don’t want a lot of people talking about sex in my 
hotel,” explained the hotel manager. The ECHO officials promised there would be no 
improper conduct, and they threatened to sue for breach of contract. At last, the hotel 
capitulated.86 
At the conference, a minister defended the church's evaluation of 
homosexuality as a sin, and a group of psychologists discussed the fact that 
psychologists themselves were often repressed homosexuals.87 
The Saturday night banquet was to feature keynote speaker Dr. Albert Ellis, a 
psychologist and author of Sex Without Fear. The ballroom was packed with 
delegates, their guests, and curious psychologists from the APA conference. The hotel 
set up extra tables to accommodate the extra attendees, and organizers turned away 
many more.88 As Ellis began speaking, it became clear the conference organizers had 
made a grave mistake. The "fixed or exclusive homosexual," he told the audience, "is 
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wrong, meaning inefficient, self-defeating and emotionally disturbed." It only got 
worse. Though the homosexual had the right to be wrong, he was "fetishistically 
deviated." There was no such thing as a "well-adjusted" homosexual. Homosexuals 
were "short range hedonists; and also take the easy way in their non-sexual life." Only 
suicidal patients were sicker than the homosexual. Indeed, he explained, "most 
homosexuals are borderline or outright psychotics.”89 For an "interminable" hour, as 
the Ladder later put it, the audience--including Frank Kameny--sat in silence. At the 
end of his speech, a lesbian woman rose.90 “Any homosexual who would come to you 
for treatment, Dr. Ellis, would have to be a psychopath.” The applause was 
deafening.91 
The next day, Kameny spoke about “The Homosexual and the United States 
Government.” He detailed his Society's battles against the Pentagon and the CSC, but 
at the end of his talk, the delegates all wanted to hear the same story. What about 
Dowdy? Kameny regaled the audience with the tale of his confrontation with the 
Congressman.92  His speech impressed many within the movement. A few months 
later, Donald Webster Cory, the man most responsible for popularizing the concept of 
a homosexual minority, lauded Kameny for his concrete, short-term goals. The 
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homophile movement's "development of an action program," he wrote Kameny, "can 
be attributed to your leadership." The Washington Mattachine, said Cory, "speaks for 
all of us."93 
"Dear Mr. Dowdy," began Kameny’s letter on September 6, after the 
conference. "In view of the interest indicated by you and your Subcommittee in the 
activities of the Mattachine Society of Washington, we enclose, herewith, a copy of 
the program of our recent convention in Philadelphia,” he wrote. "The convention 
was a major success, being very well attended, not only by the public, but by 
professional people as well; it was well publicized over the radio and elsewhere."94 
Four days later, on September 10, Kameny received a notice from the District 
of Columbia's Department of Licenses and Inspections. "The Mattachine Society of 
Washington is ordered to show cause why its certificate of registration…should not 
be revoked." The Society's application, the letter alleged, "contains false information; 
to wit, the names of the vice president, secretary, and treasurer."95 For the second time 
in six years, Kameny was facing allegations he had falsified a government document. 
The first time, he lost his career, and he was still unemployed. This time, if the 
District stripped the Society of its ability to raise funds, he would lose his 
organization, the only thing he had left. 
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III. The NCACLU's Defense 
 
In the Fall of 1957, Zona Hostetler walked into an auditorium at Harvard Law 
School and stared at a sea of five hundred men. She was only one of twelve women in 
Harvard Law’s class of 1960, and one of the first women admitted from below the 
Mason-Dixon line. She had grown up in rural Virginia, part of a white family in a 
county that was 80 percent black and heavily segregated. Why did her black 
neighbors have to go to another church, the young Zona had asked once in Sunday 
school, if they were all God’s children?96 
At William & Mary, she worked full time in a law firm to afford her 
undergraduate degree, and she entered Harvard Law only one year after Frank 
Kameny’s graduation from the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. By July 1963, 
she was 27-years-old, married, pregnant, and working as the only female attorney at a 
large Washington law firm.97 
That summer, a partner at her firm, David Isbell, approached Hostetler—only 
a few weeks from giving birth—with an intriguing favor. As an NCACLU official, 
Isbell was helping an organization of homosexuals defend itself from an 
unconstitutional bill proposed by a Texan Congressman. There would be hearings, 
and Hostetler, visibly pregnant, was also visibly heterosexual. Her defense of the 
homosexuals would not raise questions about her own sexuality, thus neutralizing a 
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potential line of attack—that she was a homosexual too. Would she join the 
NCACLU, asked Isbell, and represent the Mattachine? Hostetler agreed.98 
The NCACLU’s relationship with the Mattachine Society of Washington had 
reached new heights. With Kameny’s help, attorney Hal Witt wrote a white paper on 
government discrimination of homosexuals. Attorney John Harmon, III was still 
representing Mattachine member Ronald Brass, now awaiting a decision from the 
CSC in his Department of Commerce case. And in the largest coordinated endeavor to 
date, the NCACLU’s Chairman, David Carliner, was preparing arguments for Bruce 
Scott’s lawsuit against the Civil Service Commission in Washington’s District Court. 
On July 28, Hostetler gave birth to her first son, and five days later, David 
Carliner persuaded Monroe Freedman to testify in her place. Freedman agreed, fully 
aware of the risks. Dowdy, as he later revealed in the hearing itself, was fully 
prepared to expose those who defended perverts.99 
Kameny was impressed by Freedman’s performance and his refusal to 
disclose whether he was a member of the Society. After he returned from ECHO, 
Kameny wrote to the law professor. Would he speak at ECHO 1964, which was to be 
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but he donated $1 to the Society, intended “to start a fund for the psychiatric 
treatment of Members of Congress who have pronounced lewd, lascivious, and 
obscene tendencies.” The fund would be named in honor of Congressman Dowdy.101 
That day, Kameny received notice of the District’s proposal to revoke his 
Society’s charitable solicitation license. The timing was fortuitous. The Society 
needed an attorney to defend it before the District, and before him was a donation by 
a sympathetic NCACLU lawyer who understood the intricacies of the Society’s battle 
with Congressman Dowdy. Monroe Freedman thus became the Mattachine Society of 
Washington’s first lawyer. The District’s Licenses and Inspections Division 
scheduled a hearing for September 24. The Star announced the hearing in an article, 
which circulated among top FBI officials.102 
Freedman, meanwhile, began investigating. He analyzed the Society’s by-
laws, became an expert on the Charitable Solicitation Act, and conducted hours of 
meetings with Kameny and the Society’s Executive Board. The law professor found a 
loophole. The Charitable Solicitation Act only required an organization to acquire a 
certificate if it raised $1500 or more in any given year. The Society, he knew, had 
raised only $125 in 1962.103 Freedman met with the Licenses and Inspections 
Division and Robert Kneipp at the Corporation Counsel’s office to confirm his 
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theory. Did the homosexuals even need a license?104 
“Mattachine Unit Loses Its Permit to Solicit Funds,” announced the Star on 
October 4th. The Society “surrendered” its license, according to District officials, and 
the hearing had been cancelled; the Daily News and Post carried similar pieces. 
Kameny wrote to all three papers to clarify the situation. The papers “apparently 
misled some of your readers into believing that the Mattachine Society of Washington 
has surrendered part of its right to carry on its activities,” he wrote. “Quite the 
contrary is true.” Dowdy had not won, the Society was free to raise funds, and 
“contributions are welcome.”105 
But the District, still under pressure from Congressman Dowdy, was not 
finished with the Society.106 One week after the Washington papers reported on the 
Society’s forfeiture of its license, Board of Commissioners President Walter Tobriner 
wrote to Congressman Dowdy. The homosexuals were indeed exempt from the 
charitable solicitation law, he advised, but the District was preparing amendments to 
remove that exemption and “make it as difficult as possible for secret organizations 
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such as the Mattachine Society to be registered under the act and the regulations.”107 
The District scheduled a public hearing on these amendments for November 8. 
It would be administered by Corporation Counsel Robert Kneipp. And at this hearing, 
the homosexuals would be defended not by Freedman—neither the Society nor its 
attorney was testifying, this time—but by Zona Hostetler, arguing on behalf of the 
purportedly neutral NCACLU.108 
“Mattachine Society Harassment Charged,” wrote the Star. At the hearing, 
held at 10 AM in the District Building, Hostetler took the offensive. The District’s 
proposed amendments, she argued, were prepared for “no other apparent reason than 
to harass the Mattachine Society.” Just as Freedman had testified in Congress, 
Hostetler argued the new District regulations were a targeted infringement of the 
Society’s First Amendment Rights, no less unconstitutional than Dowdy’s bill.109 
She had support from unexpected sources. Also there to testify were 
representatives of the Columbia Heights Citizens Association and the D.C. Federation 
of Civic Associations. What about their small organizations? Would they be forced to 
register with the District for each Boy Scouts trip, each baseball team fundraiser? 
What about drives to help families in emergencies, or for burial costs? The proposed 
amendments, despite their admirable intentions, would do more harm than good.110  
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After the hearing, the Society could only wait for the final decisions of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia and the House Committee on the District 
of Columbia. But for now, under current regulations, the Society was safe. 
Monroe Freedman had charged $200 for his services. To pay that bill—and to 
pay for the 1964 ECHO conference in Washington—the Society initiated a 
fundraising drive. “Perhaps you have a friend, a relative, or a business acquaintance 
who is a homosexual, or perhaps you are one yourself,” said the fundraising letter. “If 
such is the case, please send a contribution (no matter how small) in the enclosed 
envelope. It will be put to good use.” Their goal was $1499.99.111 
Bruce Scott, meanwhile, was back in Chicago, unemployed, depressed, and 
living with his sister. There was only one thing keeping him from taking his life. 
“Since I arrived here, my being completely dependent upon others, when I used to be 
so independent and able to do for others, has really begun to weigh on me, and the 
temptation to take the easiest way out and so cease being a burden, is becoming 
greater and greater,” he wrote Kameny. “My court case, and the fact that I would be 
letting a lot of people down by not fighting it through, is about all that is causing me 
to hesitate.”112 
On January 15, 1965, Judge George L. Hart of the District Court announced 
his decision in Scott v. Macy, Bruce Scott’s case against the Civil Service 
Commission. “Homosexual conduct is immoral under present mores of our society 
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and abhorrent to the majority of the people,” Hart ruled.113 “Maybe it shouldn't be, but 
it is."114 He agreed with the U.S. Attorney, who had argued that because heterosexual 
workers were repulsed by homosexual co-workers, the “efficiency of the service” was 
harmed.115 
“Attack on U.S. Job Bar To Homosexuals Slowed,” announced the Post. 
Despite David Carliner’s arguments—that under the government’s standard, “an 
office full of white supremacists could force the firing of a Negro”—Scott had lost the 
first round.116 
The next week, in an editorial titled “Misplaced Morality,” the Post attacked 
Judge Hart’s decision, which “set forth a most dangerous doctrine.” 
Yes, homosexuality was “undoubtedly” abhorrent, wrote the Post’s Alan 
Barth, the same opinion writer who defended the Society during the Dowdy hearings. 
“But popular abhorrence provides an uncertain standard for denying a man the right 
to work for the government." Some homosexuals led “thoroughly useful, successful 
and apparently normal lives,” he concluded. “To deny such persons all chance to 
work for their government is wholly arbitrary and unjust.”117 
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“The editorial in the Washington Post has made me feel that the case has now 
been worthwhile, if it accomplishes nothing further,” Scott wrote Kameny.118 
Kameny, meanwhile, wrote his own letter to Hart, urging the judge’s “most 
careful re-consideration.”119 
On March 6, the House District Committee reported H.R. 5990 to the full 
House of Representatives. It scheduled a vote for March 9. 
The final version of the bill was, as Kameny explained to his Executive Board, 
“much more innocuous, as far as we are concerned.” Indeed, it no longer explicitly 
revoked the Society’s certificate. It did not require true names or remove the $1500 
exemption. The bill simply required organizations to prove they would “benefit or 
assist in promoting the health, welfare, and morals of the District of Columbia.” 
Kameny knew it was still dangerous. According to the Committee’s report, H.R. 5990 
would allow the District to revoke exemptions, too.120 If enacted into law, it was 
entirely possible Dowdy’s bill would prevent the Society from raising any money at 
all. “The bill is directed simply and ONLY at our organization,” Kameny warned his 
board.121 
The Society and the NCACLU leapt to action. “We wish to direct your 
attention to HR 5990 up for a vote on Monday,” wrote Mattachine member Lilli 
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Vincenz to two sympathetic Congressmen. It was unnecessary and discriminatory, she 
wrote. “We would appreciate any action you can exert to defeat it.”122 One hundred 
other congressmen, meanwhile, received telegrams signed by NCACLU Chairman 
David Carliner, urging them to vote against Dowdy’s bill. H.R. 5990 was 
“unconstitutionally vague in limiting solicitation of funds to government-approved 
purposes,” wrote Carliner.123 
On the day of the vote, the Washington Post attacked the bill once again. H.R. 
5990 was an “oddly inept little bill introduced by that master of morality, Rep. John 
Dowdy of Texas, and sent to the floor with slapdash indifference by the House 
District Committee.” The bill “would let the Commissioners reject any group they 
happen to dislike,” warned the Post; it urged the House to “consign it promptly to 
oblivion.” Mysteriously, Congressman Dowdy was absent from the House that day. 
The vote was postponed.124 
The good news kept coming. Ten days after the Post editorial and the deferred 
vote, nine members of the House Committee on the District of Columbia released a 
strongly-worded minority report. "In our judgment H.R. 5990 is an ill-considered, 
unnecessary, unwise, and unconstitutional measure. It is a danger to the people of the 
District of Columbia, and should be rejected." "The bill is so poorly drafted,” it 
continued, “even for its ostensible purpose, that it would forbid hundreds of charitable 
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and benevolent organizations from conducting legitimate money-raising activities in 
the District of Columbia." Moreover, the bill was opposed by the District 
Commissioners and “put the Government into the business of approving the 
objectives of organizations of private citizens.” 
“We, the undersigned members of the House District Committee,” concluded 
the report, “urge that the House of Representatives reject the bill."125 
While Kameny waited for the House to re-schedule a vote for the bill, he 
helped the NCACLU in its latest endeavor, the drafting of a policy statement 
regarding the federal employment of homosexuals, an outgrowth of the previous 
year’s white paper on the subject. The impetus for the document, and likely the source 
of much of its language, was Kameny himself. “Whether it would have risen to the 
top of the pile without Frank, I'm not sure,” remembered NCACLU attorney Zona 
Hostetler, five decades later. “He was the one who knew what was going on. He knew 
how they were being discriminated against.” 
“He was always lecturing us,” she laughed.126 An early draft of the statement, 
passed by the NCACLU board in June 1964, suggests Kameny’s lecturing paid off. 
“It is widely recognized that the homosexual in the United States is the target for 
prejudice, discrimination and abuse in many areas of life,” it began. The federal 
government’s exclusion of homosexuals inevitably led to “demoralizing, degrading 
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and oppressive inquiries and methods, including entrapment.” Claims of 
homosexuality’s immorality, argued the NCACLU, were “matters of personal opinion 
and individual ethical and often religious belief”—an echo of Kameny’s primary 
contention since his first CSC interrogation. The blackmail rationale, meanwhile, was 
illogical. “History is replete with instances where heterosexual behavior has led to 
serious difficulties, yet heterosexuals are not barred from government employment." 
“The NCACLU calls upon the United States Civil Service Commission to 
reconsider its policies under which homosexuals are considered to be unsuitable,” it 
concluded.127 
On June 17, the NCACLU board agreed to present the statement to the 
national ACLU—which still officially abided by its 1957 policy condoning the 
homosexual purges—and urge a “full-scale review” of the position.128 The NCACLU, 
after witnessing the injustices of the Dowdy hearings and the Scott decision, had 
adopted the arguments of Frank Kameny and the Mattachine Society of Washington 
nearly verbatim. The Society’s homosexual integration of the Union nearly complete, 
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IV. A Finalized Alliance 
 
In late July, Kameny learned the House would be voting imminently on 
Dowdy’s bill. Once again, he turned to the NCACLU. The Society’s alliance with the 
Union was stronger than ever. On August 7, the day of Kameny’s FBI meeting, the 
NCACLU voted to adopt its Kameny-inspired policy statement, concluding 
“homosexual behavior per se is irrelevant to Federal employment.”129 That week, 
NCACLU Chairman David Carliner contacted his source on the District of Columbia 
Committee, Congressman B. F. Sisk of California. No one was sure when the bill 
would come up for a vote, Sisk told him, because the bill’s proponents were keeping 
quiet.130 The Union took no risks. “ACLU Asks Solicitation Bill's Defeat,” announced 
the Post on August 10. Though "Dowdy's primary target has since slipped away,” 
explained the article, the NCACLU still opposed the bill. “It is no business of the 
Government to pass judgment on the objectives of organizations of private citizens,” 
Carliner told the newspaper.131 
The next day, August 11, Congressman Dowdy stood on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. “Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 5990) to amend the District of Columbia 
Charitable Solicitation Act to require certain findings before the issuance of a 
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solicitation permit thereunder, and for other purposes.”132 
There had been a last-minute amendment to the bill. It no longer required the 
District Commissioners to affirmatively find each organization promoted the “health, 
welfare, and morals” of the city. Now, according to Dowdy’s new, oddly-worded, and 
ambiguous amendment, organizations simply had to provide information “that such 
solicitation will benefit or assist in promoting the public health or welfare and will not 
offend the public morals.” The bill no longer targeted small neighborhood 
organizations. It simply allowed the Commissioners to revoke a certificate—or, if 
interpreted properly, an exemption too—of immoral organizations.133  
William F. Ryan of New York, a Congressman who pledged his support of the 
Society two years earlier, then stood. “Mr. Speaker,” he began, “I oppose this bill 
with or without the amendment. The issue really before the House is whether or not 
the District of Columbia Commissioners are to be set up as judges of public morality 
in the District of Columbia.” The bill, he continued, did not define public health and 
welfare or what offended public morals. “There are absolutely no standards.” 
Congressman Gene Snyder, a Republican from Kentucky, stood while Ryan 
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was speaking. “Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?” 
“I yield.” 
“Mr. Speaker, I want to see if I understand the gentleman correctly,” said 
Snyder. “Do I understand that the gentleman condones what this Mattachine Society 
has been doing?" 
"The purpose of that society is not before the House at all. If the committee 
wants to legislate against a particular group, let it bring such legislation before the 
house." 
"Does the gentleman refuse to say that he does not condone what they are 
doing?" 
“That is not the issue,” said Ryan. 
Congressman Multer rose to defend Ryan from Snyder’s insinuations. “I will 
answer the gentleman's question categorically,” he said. “On behalf of all of those 
who signed the minority report we do not condone the Mattachine Society. As the 
gentleman has said, it is not before us. But whether we do condone or not, this bill 
does not reach them, and I again say categorically that we do not condone anything 
that they are doing."134 
The strongest criticism of the bill came from Congressman James Roosevelt, 
the former President’s son and the friend of Byron Scott, Kameny’s former attorney. 
Roosevelt was preparing to run for Mayor of Los Angeles, but he stood on the floor 
of the House to attack the efficacy of the Dowdy’s bill and, implicitly, the 
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Congressman’s competency. "Am I correctly informed that the Mattachine Society 
under the existing act, which would not be changed by this law, would be exempt 
anyway because they do not raise $1,500 or more and that, therefore, what we are 
doing here in no way strikes at the Mattachine Society at all? So, what are we trying 
to do?"135 
Congressman Whitener of North Carolina rose to defend Dowdy, a fellow 
Southern Democrat. “I will say to the gentleman from California that if they do not 
raise that much they will be disappointed because it will take a great deal more than 
that to ever get this Congress to pass a law legalizing marriage between two males, as 
they testified they are interested in doing." 
"The record shows that they do not propose that,” said Roosevelt. “is that not 
correct?” 
Dowdy stood to defend himself. “I do not want to be a party to the law that 
requires the District of Columbia to put its stamp of approval upon the solicitation of 
funds by any such organization,” he said. 
“Why do you not have the courage enough to say so?" asked Roosevelt. 
"I have the courage to say so, I am saying it right now, and have been saying 
it,” responded Dowdy. “Why do you think the Washington Post editorialist has been 
belaboring me for the last 2 years? It is purely because of this bill to curb the 
homosexuals" 
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“But it is not in this law,” reiterated Roosevelt. 
"I would suggest that the Members who are opposing this bill, and being 
misled by these queer ideas should get a copy of the hearings and read it,” said 
Dowdy. “This Kameny fellow claims ten percent of the employees in all the 
departments of Government are qualified for membership in his society. I had 
statements made to me that nothing could or would be done about this problem 
because of the power of the homosexuals in Washington."136 
Dowdy’s allusion to the power of homosexuals was a strategic argument at the 
end of the debate, which had lasted over an hour. Representatives now faced two 
choices. They could vote for morality, or they could vote for the allegedly powerful 
homosexual lobby of Washington. 
Congressman Multer objected to the vote. There was not quorum of 
Congressmen present, he said. 
"The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members and the Clerk will call the roll,” announced the Speaker of the House. 
One by one, the House of Representatives voted on Dowdy’s bill. As 
expected, Roosevelt and the signers of the minority report voted against it. 
Congressman Nix and Ryan, the Society’s first allies, joined him. 
Congressman Dowdy and 300 other representatives, however, voted in favor 






tally was 301-81; Dowdy’s bill won in a landslide.137 
If the bill passed the Senate, and if President Lyndon Johnson, another 
Democrat from Texas, signed it, H.R. 5990 would become a law, potentially stripping 
the Society of its exemption and outlawing its ability to raise any funds for its 
activities. If the District of Columbia enforced Dowdy’s bill as per his wishes, the 
Mattachine would legally cease to exist. 
But the following day, buried in Washington Daily News’s extensive coverage 
of the vote was a single line that likely provided immeasurable relief to Kameny and 
the members of his Society. “The bill now goes to the Senate District Committee 
where no further action is anticipated,” it reported.138 Congress was about to adjourn 
on October 3, and the District of Columbia committees still had other business, 
including an urban renewal bill, to prioritize above a bill with dubious effectiveness 
and constitutionality.139 Moreover, Dowdy could still return home and claim that he 
had passed a bill in the House against the homosexuals. 
 
137 Ibid., 18948-18949. 
 
138 Indeed, the Senate committee’s chairman was Senator Alan Bible of Nevada. He may have known 
President Johnson, following in President Kennedy’s footsteps, was unlikely to sign yet another 
Dowdy bill of questionable constitutionality. Bible’s state of Nevada, moreover, had a burgeoning 
casino industry. Long a defender of gambling in Congress, Bible may not have wished to expand the 
federal government’s power to prohibit organizations based upon vague notions of morality. If the 
government went after the homosexuals, would it come after his state’s casinos, next? See Mary Ellen 
Glass, Nevada's Turbulent '50s: Decade of Political and Economic Change (Reno, NV: University of 
Nevada Press, 1981), 32.  
 
139 The Post and the NCACLU, for example, agreed that the bill would not affect the MSW’s 
exemption, despite the claims of Dowdy. See “ACLU Asks Solicitation Bill’s Defeat,” Washington 
Post, August 10, 1964, C1; “D.C. Renewal Bills Remain Stalled As House Group Cancels Meeting,” 
Washington Post, August 13, 1964, F9; “Capitol Hill is on the Move,” Washington Evening Star, 




"The whole thing so far seems to have had been nothing but publicity,” wrote 
Lilli Vincenz to Barbara Gittings of the Daughters of Bilitis, a lesbian organization. 
“Anyway, the bill has not become law and is dead, dead, dead."140 
Meanwhile, the Mattachine Society continued planning for the 1964 East 
Coast Homophile Organizations conference  “Last night Phyllis and I received a 
telephone call from Marge McCann letting us know that the Gramercy Inn in 
Washington, D.C. had cancelled out the ECHO Conference in October - presumably 
on the grounds of the nature of the conference,” wrote Del Martin on August 26, only 
four weeks before the opening proceedings.  “Dr. Kameny of Washington Mattachine 
had recommended that the matter be turned over to their attorney for action against 
such discrimination.”141 
It was the second cancellation by a Washington hotel. The International Inn 
had cancelled two weeks earlier. Infuriated, Martin pledged to “pick up our portion of 
the tab for any costs incurred” by a lawsuit. Kameny and the Society’s ECHO 
Coordinator, Robert Belanger, turned to their trusted attorney, Monroe Freedman. The 
NCACLU lawyer threatened a lawsuit, and within days, the Gramercy Inn 
capitulated.142 
By then, however, the Society had found a third home. The Manger Hamilton, 
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only four blocks from Lafayette Square. The homosexuals paid the Hamilton a $100 
deposit. Ten days before the conference, and after extensive publicity, the Society 
received a registered letter from the Hamilton. It was also backing out of hosting the 
conference.143 The hotel gave no explanation. 
Miraculously, the Society found a hotel both available and willing to host the 
homophile conference. The Sheraton-Park Hotel—a mammoth, historic Colonial 
Revival structure in Northwest Washington—was “not narrow-minded,” its sales 
manager assured the organizers. But the homosexuals wanted revenge. Freedman 
threatened to sue the Hamilton, negotiations commenced, and ECHO walked away 
with a $500 out-of-court settlement.144 
On Friday night, October 9, the conference began with a press conference. 
While ECHO 1963 attracted only one reporter, ECHO 1964 attracted a handful, 
including the Washington papers, the wire services, and more than one freelancer.145 
Delegates arrived the next morning. “EAST COAST HEMOPHILE 
ORGANIZATIONS” announced the signs in the elevators, posted by a disbelieving 
Sheraton employee. Randy Wicker could not attend, but for the delegates, he sent 
hundreds of lavender lapel buttons proclaiming “EQUALITY FOR 
HOMOSEXUALS” (Kameny detested their unprofessional color.146 “People will see 
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these and say ‘well, what more can you expect from a bunch of fairies,’” he 
admonished Wicker).147 
Among the attendees was Robert Graham, a handsome man in a tweed jacket. 
An MSW member recognized him. Graham was a member of the Washington 
Police’s Vice Squad.148 “The word spread about Graham's presence, and he became a 
curiosity,” the Ladder later reported. “Why was he there, if not to memorize faces? 
Despite suspicion of the motives of the plainclothesman, many ECHO registrants 
went out of their way to talk hospitably with him and to discuss the speeches. Here, 
some thought, was an educating job to be done. Officer Graham was a captive 
listener, sitting politely among homosexuals and friends of homosexuals and hearing 
speakers denounce our absurd sex laws and the peculiar tactics our police resort to in 
trying to enforce them.”149 
The attendees, despite Graham’s presence, and though they numbered less 
than a hundred, seemed electrified. “There's a different mood,” one attendee told the 
Ladder.150 Indeed, the Mattachine Society of Washington had orchestrated a militant 
event. ECHO Coordinator and MSW board member Robert Belanger—speaking as 
“Robert King”—opened the conference with a call to arms. “I stand here,” he said, 
“in the fear that someone I know from the world of the heterosexual may walk in that 
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door and I will be discovered.” 
“We want to live in a world where this constant fear of discovery does not 
exist because it does not matter, and this world will come. Not tomorrow, or next 
year, or perhaps even in our lifetime. But it will come, and we are here to see that it 
does." 
Because the homophile movement contained only five hundred active 
members, there were “15,999,500 homosexuals out there just waiting to be 
awakened.”  
“We are asking for the rights, and all the rights, afforded the heterosexual. We 
are still in the asking stage. We will soon reach the demanding stage.” 
“A dormant army is beginning to stir.”151 
Julian Hodges, MSNY’s new president inspired by Kameny’s speech earlier 
that summer, offered political strategy.152 “Let us learn a lesson from the Negro civil 
rights movement,” he argued. “Since they started involving themselves in the 
practical workings of everyday politics, we have seen vividly and dramatically what 
can be done by a movement seeking fulfillment of rights." 
"Are we really so naive as to believe that we can exist, and continue to exist, 
unless we involve ourselves in politics?"153 
Next came a parade of NCACLU attorneys with a message very different from 
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the psychiatrists at the 1963 conference. Homosexuals, the lawyers told them, needed 
to fight for themselves. Monroe Freedman spoke first, chronicling the Dowdy saga 
and applauding Kameny’s defense of his Society. (The Congressman was the “world's 
leading authority” on homosexual publications, he joked. "He has a large stack--I 
understand a closetful.”)154 
Four more NCACLU attorneys, one after another, spoke after Freedman. Hal 
Witt spoke on recognizing the homosexual’s solidarity with other minority groups,155 
Sidney Sacks on the Miller Sexual Psychopath Law, John Karr on the history of 
sodomy laws, and Glenn Graves on the homosexual’s litigation strategy.156At 3:15 
PM, Kameny moderated a legal panel featuring all six attorneys, including NCACLU 
chairman David Carliner. The attorneys encouraged the audience to attack 
discrimination not just through the courts, but through the public, too. “To lay the 
basis for getting favorable decisions, a lot has to be done in the country to affect the 
climate,” said Sachs. Though the courts could provide change, homosexuals needed to 
speak for themselves. “You should think in terms of a movement not dominated by 
lawyers,” said Karr. "Keep trying to educate people, to convince legislators that they 
should protect the rights of the homosexual,” added Carliner. Plus, asked Witt, how 
 
154 Monroe H. Freedman, "Official Discrimination Against the Homosexual: The Broader Context," 
October 11, 1964, Box 3, Folder 24, MSNY Papers. 
 
155 “E.C.H.O. Conference 1964,” October 10, 1964, Box 63, Folder 10, Gittings Papers, 32.  
 
156 Sidney S. Sachs, “A Short Discussion of the Miller Act,” Box 3, Folder 24, MSNY Papers; John W. 
Karr, “Criminal Sanction Upon Homosexuality and Homosexual Behavior,” Box 3, Folder 24, MSNY 
Papers; Glenn R. Graves, “What are the Civil Rights of the Homosexual in America?,” Box 3, Folder 




could gay plaintiffs fight the government in court if they were too fearful to make 
their names and stories public, lacking organizations of fellow homosexuals to 
support them?157 
At that night’s banquet, DOB’s Marge McCann, the conference’s mistress of 
ceremonies, opened the evening with awards. First, she announced an official citation 
for the public official who had most helped the homophile movement in the year 
1964, the Honorable John Dowdy of Texas. By introducing H.R. 5990, Dowdy 
“provided the homosexual community with the use of the Congress of the United 
States as a forum in which to plead its case,” she announced. For that, the homosexual 
community was grateful. In a more serious citation, McCann commended LIFE 
Magazine “for its courage in printing a fair article of homosexuality,” one without the 
“half-truths, cliches and distortions usually inherent in articles on this topic.”158 
The keynote speaker that evening was NCACLU’s David Carliner, who 
echoed the earlier legal panel. Homosexuals could make legal advances because the 
American public was changing its attitudes towards sexual deviance.159 The next 
afternoon, after brunch, Dr. Frank Kameny debated Dr. Kurt Konietzko, a 
Philadelphia sociologist, on whether homosexuals should be educating the public or 
changing the laws. The two men, however, quickly agreed on the principle that 
homosexuals should prioritize legal battles. It was a question of how aggressively the 
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movement should fight in the courts. I think you should exert a firm, gentle pressure 
through the courts, but not a slam-bang attack - because I think you're going to get 
clobbered” by a defensive, reactionary public, argued Konietzko. “I did not propose a 
slam-bang attack,” retorted Kameny. “Yet I feel there should be distinctly more than a 
firm, gentle pressure through the courts. The Negro went to the courts and 
Southerners still don't like him. He nevertheless now has his basic rights.”160 
Yes, the movement also needed to educate the country about homosexuality, 
conceded Kameny, but the teachers should be the homosexuals themselves. “We had 
better start educating the public to the fact that when they want reliable information 
on homosexuals and homo-sexuality, they come not to the psychiatrists, not to the 
ministers, and not to all the rest—they come to us.”161 
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Chapter Four: Picketing and Pride 
 
On the evening of Wednesday, October 7, 1965, while the Mattachine Society 
of Washington was distributing press releases for its upcoming ECHO conference, 
Newsweek magazine celebrated the opening of its new twelfth-floor headquarters, one 
block from the White House.1 One of the guests was Walter Jenkins, a 46-year-old 
senior official in the White House. Catholic, married with six children, and from rural 
Texas, Jenkins had been at President Johnson’s side for twenty-five years. By 1964, 
he was Johnson’s most reliable aide and confidante, an indefatigable assistant in 
every aspect of Johnson’s world—his aggressive politics, his secretive personal life, 
and his dubious finances.2 Though Jenkins was “self-effacing, quiet and publicity-
shy,” as TIME put it, he was one of the most powerful men in Washington. The last 
staffer to leave the White House each night, he knew almost everything that passed 
through the building, including its most classified secrets.3 
Near 8:30 PM, Jenkins left the Newsweek party. Instead of walking to the 
White House, he turned the corner and entered the YMCA. He walked downstairs to 
the men’s restroom, a dark, nine-by-eleven foot space with the stench of disinfectant 
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and stale tobacco. The restroom had two toilet stalls and four narrow steps that led to 
the door of a shower room, which had been padlocked for a decade. 4 
Officer Robert Graham, the Morals Division officer assigned to monitor the 
ECHO conference that weekend, stood in a padlocked shower room, watching. From 
his elevated position, he could stand on a stool, look over the partition between the 
two rooms, and watch Jenkins with another man.5  
 “Who was supposed to have been workin’ on who?” an intrigued President 
Johnson, in a recorded telephone conversation, later asked a top FBI Official. 
“Walter was supposed to be the active one, Mr. President. In other words, this 
62-year-old man was letting Walter have it and Walter was taking it.”6 
Officer Graham and his colleague arrested the two men. At the police station, 
Lieutenant Fochett, the same officer who attended the Society’s first organizational 
meeting three years earlier, questioned Jenkins. When Fochett learned Jenkins’s 
identity, he called Inspector Scott Moyer, the new chief of the Morals Division, for 
guidance. “Book him,” said Moyer.7 
Historians have identified the Jenkins scandal as a significant moment in the 
American media’s discussion of homosexuality. The affair, however, also represented 
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development of gay pride. This chapter suggests four primary contributions of the 
affair. First, because the FBI insisted that Jenkins, a top White House aide, never 
threatened national security, the Society leapt upon the implication that the 
government’s blackmail rationale no longer held up to scrutiny. Second, because 
Johnson was re-elected in a 1964 landslide, homophile activists were assured that 
homosexuality no longer remained an effective a political weapon. Third, when the 
media covered the Jenkins scandal and its context of homosexuality in America, it 
turned to homophile leaders like Kameny, thus augmenting their authority to make 
the claims of pride once hidden in legal argumentation. Fourth, this media coverage 
forced the Society to take public positions (on whether homosexuality was a sickness, 
for example) they had once kept implicit. 
With the authority and visibility granted by the Jenkins affair, the Society and 
its allies increasingly turned to the performance of respectability. The astronomer saw 
nothing wrong with nonconformity, per se, but as homosexuals proclaimed their 
goodness to more Americans, he was certain that the claim would face even more 
scrutiny than it had in the Dowdy hearings. The enemies of the homosexuals would 
leap upon anything to contradict their novel claims of morality. Thus, the east coast 
homophile organizations expelled organizations that threatened their respectable 
image. In 1965, when they began marching, Kameny’s dress code prevailed. In the 
context of the Kameny Brief, homophile activists saw respectability as a necessary 
political strategy to protect and legitimize their growing arguments of homosexual 
morality. Put simply, respectability permitted the growth of pride. The two concepts, 
however, grew in opposition to each other, and New York activists began critiquing 
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the pairing. If homosexuality was inherently good, they asked, and if some 
homosexuals defined their homosexuality with a certain dress or behavior or sexual 
openness, how could Kameny argue they were unwelcome within the movement? 
Though the Society’s 1965 picketing campaign brought the homosexuals 
further into the public eye, this chapter argues that they represented a failed political 
experiment. The demonstrations may have gained the homosexuals a meeting with 
Civil Service Commission officials, but their small size and waning media interest 
ensured that with the exception of a single annual picket outside of Washington, the 
Society abandoned the tactic. In this chapter, I argue that the legal victory of Bruce 
Scott, Kameny’s first Proud Plaintiff who sued with the assistance of the NCACLU, 
represented a more significant feat. The news galvanized the movement and pushed 
the Society back to its original raison d’être, the creation of a national legal assault 
against the federal government. When the government continued to bar Scott from 
federal employment despite the ruling, it reinforced the fact that Kameny needed 
more homosexual plaintiffs willing to sue the government.  With a new constitutional 
right to privacy, Kameny and his allies believed they could win. 
A prerequisite for full mobilization, Kameny believed, was an overcoming of 
a psychological barrier that prevented both mass demonstrations and mass lawsuits, 
especially since homosexuals still accepted society’s claims that they were immoral, 
sick, or both. Thus, Kameny turned to organizing homophile groups on a national 
level, hoping to create a gay replica of the ACLU. As he organized, he and his allies 
attempted to propagate the claims he had been making since 1961, that homosexuality 
was inherently moral. This effort sparked conflict with the members of west coast 
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organizations who saw such ideological matters as irrelevant. Indeed, those groups 
had not yet encountered the logic of the purges and the necessity of pride. Meanwhile, 
the NCACLU successfully persuaded the national Union to adopt its position—
Kameny’s position—on the gay purges, laying the groundwork for a coordinated legal 
campaign against the federal government. The only ingredient missing was an 
abundance of gay plaintiffs willing to fight in the brightness. 
 
 
I. The Jenkins Catalyst 
 
By the 1964 election, 87 percent of Americans knew Walter Jenkins’ name. 
The public also learned the sordid details of his downfall, including the YMCA 
restroom, the peepholes, and an attempted coverup by Johnson’s allies. “It was bound 
to be seriously detrimental to President Johnson's campaign,” wrote James Reston of 
the New York Times.8 
Johnson requested and received Jenkins’ resignation on October 15, and he 
ordered J. Edgar Hoover to conduct an investigation. Was Jenkins entrapped by 
Communists—or Republicans? Was he a victim of blackmail? Did Jenkins, and 
Johnson by employing him, threaten national security? “Last night the TV news 
departments were fairly beside themselves, what with three big stories breaking 
around their heads,” reported the NY World Telegram on the sixteenth. Indeed, the 
 
8 James Reston, “Setback for Johnson,” New York Times, October 15, 1964, 31.  
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day after the Jenkins story broke, a cavalcade of world news stories put the scandal in 
perspective. First, Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev was ousted by a subordinate, 
throwing the future of the Cold War into uncertainty. Second, political upheaval 
occurred in the United Kingdom, America’s greatest ally, with the fall of the 
Conservative government to Labour. Third, reported the World Telegram, there was 
the “resignation, under sad and sordid circumstances, of Presidential assistant, Walter 
Jenkins."9 
“Sad and sordid” were apt words to describe Jenkins’ fate, for they were the 
same two adjectives used by LIFE Magazine to describe the gay underground in its 
unprecedented “Homosexuality in America” article, published less than four months 
earlier. That homosexuals should be viewed with sympathy—rather than disgust—
was a new, growing phenomenon, one that President Johnson embraced in his 
statement. “Mr. Jenkins is now in the care of his physician and his many friends will 
join in praying for his early recovery,” he said.10 “My heart is aching today for 
someone who has reached the end point of exhaustion in dedicated service to his 
country,” wrote Lady Bird Johnson in her own statement. “I know that the love of his 
wife and six fine children and his profound religious faith will sustain him through 
this period of anguish.”11 
Johnson’s opponent, Senator Barry Goldwater, refused to add to Jenkins’s 
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“private sorrow” by campaigning on the scandal. Editorial boards called for 
sympathy. “Just as alcoholism and drug addiction have come to be recognized as 
diseases, so sexual perversion is increasingly understood as an emotional illness,” 
wrote the New York Times. "As for Mr. Jenkins and his family, there can be only 
compassion.”12  The public, weighing the case of a sick man against vast global 
turbulence, could not have cared less about the homosexual in the White House. In 
one focus group of 102 voters, not one participant raised the issue of Jenkins as a 
threat to national security. “The voters we talked to,” concluded columnists Rowland 
Evans and Robert Novak, “simply didn't care."13 
"The Jenkins affair has had marvelous results here,” wrote MSNY board 
member Dick Leitsch at the end of October. The scandal was increasing the 
organization’s membership and its authority. Newspapers were now turning to 
homosexuals for their own analysis of the incident. The affair, Leitsch added, 
“certainly has pointed out to any number of New Yorkers the stupidity of the hiring 
policies in the government.”14 
But how could homosexuals benefit from the scandal—and the FBI’s 
subsequent admission that Jenkins was no security risk—without further jeopardizing 
Jenkins’s career? If the public and the Administration knew homosexuals were 
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defending him, would it hurt him, branding him a homosexual rather than a straight 
man in distress?  
The MSW had to be careful, its Board concluded, and avoid giving him the 
“kiss of death,” as MSW member Lilli Vincenz put it.15 “At this stage, intercession by 
hp. groups will do more harm than gd. if we want to see Johnson elected,” wrote 
Barbara Gittings of Philadelphia.16 
The significance of the scandal was too great for Kameny to ignore. After the 
FBI released its report, he wrote Washington’s three major newspapers to highlight 
Jenkins’s “clean bill of health” on security matters. “If there is anyone in this country 
who is now totally invulnerable to threats of blackmail and other improper coercion, 
and who obviously fully deserves a security clearance at the highest level, it is Walter 
Jenkins,” he wrote. Kameny called for President Johnson to re-appoint Jenkins to his 
post, “and to do so promptly.”17 
The Jenkins affair raised another issue. What were police officers doing in 
public restrooms? In attempting to catch homosexuals, were the police invading the 
privacy of straight toilet-users, too? In the aftermath of the scandal, for the first time, 
the Washington press began a major discussion of the topic. On December 7, the Star 
reported on the Supreme Court’s refusal to hear the appeals of four Ohio men charged 
with sodomy after local authorities used two-way mirrors and video cameras in a 
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public restroom (one man received a sentence of one to twenty years in jail). “There is 
something sinister about the prospect of having police officers ‘hidden behind a secret 
mirror’ observe and photograph restroom use,” the failed appeal had argued.18 
A few days later, dozens of papers across the country reported on the United 
States Postmaster General’s December 11 decision to remove peepholes in 5,000 Post 
Office men’s restrooms. They were, he said, “an unfortunate invasion of privacy.”19 
On December 19, the New Republic published “The Snoops: Private Lives and Public 
Service.” The government was not just preoccupied with homosexuality, readers 
learned, but also with everyone’s private lives. “Investigators want to know about 
your parents' politics, whether you believe in God, how deeply involved you may be 
in the civil rights movement, and how often you sleep with your girl friend." The gay 
purges even affected straight Americans. “The hunters of homosexuals get caught up 
in their own machinery,” explained writer James Ridgeway. Lie detector tests, for 
example, turned away “conscientious, virile Americans so badly needed by the CIA 
for spying." Then there was the case of the 17-year-old State Department clerk, a 
suspected homosexual, questioned by two investigators in a “small, closed room”—
when he rode the school bus, did he sit next to boys or girls?20 
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 Kameny wrote Ridgeway to suggest a new series of articles “on what 
amounts to a state of war declared by the Federal Government against its homosexual 
citizens.”21  The NCACLU, likely spurred by Kameny, took advantage of the 
publicity, too.22 On December 23, David Carliner sent the President of Washington’s 
Board of Commissioners an official statement adopted by the Union earlier that 
month, a “STATEMENT ON JENKINS CASE” responding to the “publicity 
regarding the methods of law enforcement employed by the Morals Division.”23 
Restroom peepholes, said the statement, were an “unreasonable invasion of privacy of 
all members of the public who use these facilities,” both unreasonable and 
unconstitutional. Instead of relying on undercover officers to surveil or entrap 
homosexuals, the police should instead prevent crime with visible officers in uniform. 
The District, the NCACLU concluded, should form a citizens’ study group to 
consider a position it shared with the American Law Institute, that private, consensual 
gay sex between adults should be legal.24 “D.C. Asked to Bar Use of Police 
Peepholes,” reported the Post.25 It marked the beginning of that paper’s newfound 
fascination with Washington’s gay world, since the Jenkins affair had given its 
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readers just a tantalizing glimpse.  
"This series of articles would not have been written five years ago,” began 
another article, the first of five, on the front page of the Washington Post’s Outlook 
section on January 31, 1965. “The conspiracy of silence of the past nurtured myths, 
misconceptions, false stereotypes and feelings of disgust and revulsion. They still 
cloud any discussion of homosexuality. But more and more, recognition has come of 
a need to reappraise our laws — and our attitudes." (The series would focus on 
homosexual men, rather than lesbian women, because “the Lesbian has been treated 
more tolerantly by society and seldom comes into conflict with the law.”)26 
White’s first article introduced readers to the multi-layered world of gay 
Washington by noting that not all homosexuals were "'flaming faggots' who swish 
along the street.” There were middle-class men, too, like one “former Government 
astronomer with a doctor's degree from Harvard,” a man who "deplores the perverts 
and 'queens' and points out that heterosexuals also have their rapists, child molesters, 
sadists and neurotics."27 
"He has sought a lasting relationship without success,” added the writer, Post 
reporter Jean White. Her second article, and each article following it, appeared on the 
front page of the paper. “Scientists Disagree on Basic Nature Of Homosexuality, 
Chance of Cure,” published the day after the first article, gave equal weight to both 
 







sides of the debate—to Kameny’s chagrin—but also cited Randy Wicker’s finding 
that 97 percent of homosexuals had no desire for a cure.28 The next day’s article, 
“Homosexuals Are in All Kinds of Jobs, Find Place in Many Levels of Society,” 
introduced readers to the Mattachine Society of Washington and concluded that, on 
the whole, “homosexuals are quiet and unobtrusive, more likely to be victimized than 
to do violence to others.” The “obviously sick” stereotypes, “the transvestite 'queens,' 
the compulsive sex psychopaths, and the 'sadie-mashies,’” she continued, “are as 
unwelcome in polite 'gay' society as child molesters and rapists are in straight 
heterosexual society." As for the well-adjusted homosexuals like Franklin E. Kameny, 
they simply wanted equality. His words, written beside his true name, concluded the 
article. “Why should society ask us to change? You don't ask a Jew to change because 
there is anti-Semitism in the world.”29 
White then introduced the debate surrounding the laws against homosexuality, 
beginning with Britain’s Wolfenden Report--"there must remain a realm of private 
morality and immorality which is, in brief and crude terms, not the law's business,” 
the 1957 report concluded—and ending with the NCACLU’s fight against 
peepholes.30 The final article, “Homosexuals' Militancy Reflected In Attacks on 
Ouster from U.S. Jobs,” was “by far the best,” Kameny wrote in a subsequent 
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review.31 It was, in essence, an exposition of Frank Kameny’s grievances, broadcast 
on the front page of a major American newspaper. “He can’t hold a Government job. 
He can’t get security clearance. He can’t serve his country in the armed forces. His 
choice, as he sees it, is either to lie or to be an outcast in society with neither the 
duties nor the rights of other citizens.” White outlined the blackmail rationale and the 
evidence for it, but admitted that espionage also occurred “involving blonds, 
drunkards, and, most of all, avarice.” The NCACLU, explained White, believed that 
the government was responsible for blackmail. Why would homosexual employees 
feel compelled to hide their sexuality if the government did not care about it? “The 
public response to the Jenkins arrest has been encouraging of a more enlightened 
public attitude,” concluded White’s series. “But today society offers no place, no 
help, and no hope to the homosexual. Laws are harsh on him; his existence is 
precarious; exposure brings ruin and social ostracism."32 
The series represented a “major breakthrough,” as Kameny put it, and not only 
because it informed the Post’s straight audience about the sheer number of 
homosexuals, their plight, and the existence of a diverse homosexual world.33 Jean 
White’s articles also informed the paper’s homosexual readers of those same facts—
that organizations like the MSW were fighting for them, and, above all, that the press 
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was finally willing to listen. 
“Congratulations to you and the Mattachine Society for the fantastic series of 
articles currently running,” wrote one Washington resident to Kameny. "I wouldn't 
have believed such unbiased reporting was possible if I hadn't seen it with my own 
eyes."34 The series spread across the country. The Providence Sunday Journal re-
printed it, and the Denver Post published its own six-part series, a virtual re-phrasing 
of White’s articles, on the new “Militant Minority.”35 
Jean White’s series was the manifestation of a new openness in the press. Not 
since the Kinsey Report had the American press discussed homosexuality with so 
much vigor. Walter Jenkins, like Alfred Kinsey, unwittingly catalyzed a revolution in 
press rooms across the country. This time, in the winter of 1964-1965, more straight 
Americans, more publications, and more homosexuals were willing to discuss the 
homosexual minority. Hugh Hefner’s Playboy, for one, mentioned homosexuality at 
least twice per issue for an entire six months after the Jenkins affair.36 Jean White 
proved that the straight Washington press was now willing to illustrate the many 
injustices of the homosexual minority, and Kameny had evidence to suggest the time 
had come for a more aggressive strategy, one that would produce even more attention 
for his minority. 
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But he had another priority. Since the Kameny Brief, he had been arguing that 
homosexuality was moral, and, by extension, not a sickness, but he had not prioritized 
the issue until Jean White. While writing her series, the Post reporter researched the 
opinions of psychiatrists and also turned to Frank Kameny. What was the position of 
the Mattachine Society of Washington? 
Homosexuals, Kameny realized, did not have an official policy on the matter. 
Just as Congressman Dowdy forced Kameny to articulate a position on the 
legalization of sodomy, White forced him to articulate one on the sickness question. 
"The statement,” Kameny wrote White in mid-January, “which I promised to whip 
into shape for you is: ‘In the absence of valid evidence to the contrary, homosexuality 
must be considered neither a sickness, a disturbance, neurosis, psychosis, or other 
pathology, nor as a malfunction or maladjustment of any sort, but as a preference, 
liking, or propensity, fully on par with, and not different in kind from, 
heterosexuality.’”37 
White did not include Kameny’s statement in her article (she instead cited 
Freud and Kinsey, who had made the same argument), but the Society finally had 
concrete language for a policy of its own. One week after Kameny wrote the sickness 
statement, MSW member Jack Nichols wrote MSNY’s Dick Leitsch. “The topic of 
discussion at our next meeting is: ‘Should the MSW take a stand on whether or not 
Homosexuality is a Disease,’” he wrote. “I intend to use every bit of power that I have 
 




to get us to take a positive stand,” since he believed that the MSW needed to declare 
that homosexuals were perfectly healthy.38 It was an urgent matter. On January 31, 
the same day White’s series began, the New York Times ran its own story on the 
findings of a University of Pennsylvania psychotherapist. “THERAPY IS FOUND 
CURING DEVIATES,” it reported.39 
“Then we set out among the membership to cajole and convince,” Nichols 
wrote in his memoirs, “a task for which Kameny had little taste and, being too serious 
and short on compromise, only a minimal ability.”40 
“Before we can fight effectively, we, like the Negro, must affirm that we are 
just as good as anyone else and just as sane,” wrote Lilli Vincenz in an editorial.41  
How could homosexuals truly fight for their rights if they believed they were 
abnormal, flawed human beings? If the MSW took a position on the matter, the “self-
doubting homosexual will feel supported—not betrayed—by his organization,” and 
“the perpetrators of official prejudice will be obligated to change their immoral 
policies and procedures in the face of this positive affirmation of worth.”42 Vincenz, 
Nichols, Kameny, and their allies were well-prepared. At the debate itself, attended 
by nearly the entire Society membership, they brought medical and sociological 
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books with key passages highlighted. The opposition, including new MSW president 
Robert Belanger, was less prepared. 
“Well, I know a lot of people who are sick,” Belanger argued.43 The Society, 
others believed, needed to present both sides of the debate. The medical experts, after 
all, disagreed with each other. “We cannot play the role of a passive battlefield, across 
which the ‘authorities’ fight out the question of our sickness,” responded the 
statement’s supporters. “In the last analysis, WE are the authorities, and it is up to us 
to take an active role in determining our own status and our own fate.”44 On March 4, 
in a 27-5 vote, the Mattachine Society of Washington adopted the official position 
that homosexuals were not sick.45 Kameny had his first victory since his failed 
election, though the membership had condensed his original statement, deleting four 
of his synonyms for “sickness.”46 In doing so, they cleared one obstacle to making the 
next logical argument. Not only was homosexuality a perfectly healthy trait, they 
could argue, but it was also morally good. 
Because of Walter Jenkins, Kameny found himself with evidence that a 
homosexual in the government did not automatically represent a security risk. He had 
proof that the American public did not care about homosexuality, and he gained 
authority as the media turned to him for comment. Lastly, the affair forced him to 
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articulate ideological positions that would eventually conflict with direct action, a 
new trend sweeping the movement. 
 
II. Picketing and the Performance of Respectability 
 
In January 1965, Kameny, facing allegations of dictatorial leadership, lost the 
presidency of his Society.47 With more time on his hands, Kameny could take more 
risks and expand his influence beyond Washington. And, most importantly, he could 
experiment with the tactic of homosexual picketing, a pivot that amplified the intra-
movement tensions that arose from the parallel tactic of respectability. 
In October 1964, the leader of the Philadelphia-based Janus Society, Clark 
Polak, created a new homophile publication, titled DRUM. The magazine, modeled 
after Playboy, interspersed serious reporting with photographs of shirtless men.48 
Kameny agreed to serve on the staff of the magazine. For DRUM’s first issue, he 
wrote an article on the Dowdy saga, and his name appeared on the issue’s masthead. 
DRUM’s male models, at this point, were merely shirtless, fifty-percent-clothed.49 In 
the December 1964 issue, however, the men were fully nude—nothing revealed, but 
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naked nonetheless.50 (It appealed to the “giddy faggots,” wrote Dick Leitsch at the 
time, whereas the new joint MSW-MSNY magazine, The Eastern Mattachine 
Magazine, appealed “to the thinking homosexual.”)51 
The December issue was, Kameny wrote, “the last straw.” After the Dowdy 
affair, and amidst so much media attention after Jenkins, how could a homosexual 
organization dare align itself with a semi-pornographic homosexual publication? By 
February, the East Coast Homophile Organizations expelled the Janus Society from 
its ranks.52 Kameny’s name disappeared from DRUM’s masthead.53 In Janus’s place, 
four Philadelphia women created the Mattachine Society of Philadelphia.54 Kameny 
wrote to one of MSP’s founders, Marjorie McCann, with copies of the MSW’s 
constitution and six pages of unsolicited advice for the new organization. Establish 
relations with the ACLU, the press, and the city government, in that order, he advised. 
“Because, whether you are happy with the idea or not, most of your interest and 
support are going to come from the male homosexual population, I would suggest that 
your president be a man,” he advised. “Whatever your feelings on democracy, at least 
in the outset, let it suffer somewhat in the cause of getting things off to a proper and 
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effective start,” he added.55 The MSP’s statement of purposes were nearly identical to 
that of the MSW, but the new organization ignored Kameny’s other 
recommendation.56 Its first president was Marjorie McCann, a woman.57 
On April 15, 1965, Cuba’s state-run newspaper, El Mundo, announced that 
Fidel Castro’s Communist government intended to impose “revolutionary social 
hygiene” to address the “rampant” and “abominable” vice of homosexuality. The next 
day, on April 16, the New York Times carried the news. “This was understood,” it 
concluded, “as a warning that homosexuals would be rounded up and sent to labor 
camps.”58 
Kameny immediately received two phone calls. First, from Dick Leitsch, 
informing him that in two days, on Easter Sunday, New York homosexuals would 
gather at the United Nations to protest the Castro regime’s appalling announcement.59 
Then, a call from Jack Nichols in Washington. This was the moment, the precipitating 
event to galvanize both homosexuals and the American public, Nichols argued. It was 
time for the Mattachine Society of Washington to march.60 
Kameny was skeptical. Homosexuals had long been persecuted all over the 
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world, and there were plenty of abuses in America. Why protest Cuba? Moreover, the 
logical place to picket was the Cuban Embassy, which did not exist. Diplomatic 
communications traveled through Switzerland. “It seemed rather ridiculous to picket 
the Swiss Embassy in complaint against something done in Cuba,” Kameny later 
explained. “It seemed even more ridiculous to picket the American White House to 
protest something done by the Havana government.”61 
“Then let's make it a White House matter,” Nichols recalled arguing. “The 
U.S. government persecutes us, and so does the Cuban government."62 To tie the gay 
purges to Communist totalitarianism was a persuasive argument for a man like 
Kameny. For eight years, since his second 1957 interview with CSC investigators, the 
former astronomer had labeled American anti-homosexual policies “the province of 
the USSR.”63  
“‘We could,’ admitted Kameny, the first signs of sly humor now creeping into 
his tones,” Nichols wrote in his unpublished memoirs. “I knew I'd convinced him.” 
The Society would picket the White House, in Washington’s first demonstration by a 
group of homosexuals, the following day.64 
That Friday night, seven others agreed to join Vincenz, Kameny, and Nichols. 
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bisexual woman, and Gail Johnson, the Society’s straight secretary. Jon Swanson, 
Paul Kuntzler, and two men with security clearances, Perrin Shaffer and Otto Ulrich, 
also agreed to march. Jack Nichols brought his co-worker, Gene Kleeberg. The 
Society’s president, Robert Belanger, did not attend.65 
Kameny disseminated the rules that night, which he summarized later that 
month for San Francisco’s Guy Strait. “By strict instruction, the pickets were 
conservatively dressed—the men in suits, ties, white shirts; the women in dresses; all 
well groomed,” he wrote. He permitted the marchers to make their own signs, which, 
“of course, were cleared in advance.”66 Kameny’s reasoning for the dress code was 
simple. "If you're asking for equal employment rights," he told Nichols, "look 
employable!"67 The Society had only hours to publicize the demonstration, but 
Kameny contacted the Washington papers, inviting them to cover the first organized 
homosexual picket at the White House.68 
At Lafayette Park, Kameny instructed the ten marchers to walk silently in a 
circle before the White House. They agreed Jack Nichols would lead the procession. 
“I was tall and an all-American sort,” Nichols later explained. Kameny followed 
him.69 The former astronomer ensured the signs were logically ordered. First, Nichols 
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carried the group’s thesis, “Fifteen Million U.S. Homosexuals Protest Federal 
Treatment.” Next, the connection to current events. “Cuba’s Government Persecutes 
Homosexuals, U.S. Government Beat Them To It.” Then, the homosexuals’ demands. 
“We Want: Federal Employment; Honorable Discharges; Security Clearances.” 
“Governor Wallace Met with Negroes; Our Government Won’t Meet With 
Us” 
“Jews to Concentration Camps Under Nazis; Homosexuals to Work Camps 
Under Castro” 
“Is the U.S. Much Better?”70 
At 4:20 PM, the marchers moved to a portion of the sidewalk, allocated by the 
police, in front of the White House fence. They were terrified. Tourists seemed to be 
everywhere. What if American Nazis or regular, outraged Americans attacked the 
marchers? What if the police officers arrested them once they saw the messages on 
their signs? The Secret Service?71 For an hour, until exactly 5:20 PM, the Mattachine 
Society of Washington marched in silence.  “Only a very few hostile remarks were 
passed by the throngs of tourists flocking and driving by,” wrote Kameny in a press 
release. “Much interest was shown; many pictures of signs and demonstrators were 
taken.” 
“Police behavior and protection were fully satisfactory,” he continued.72  
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The press was absent. There was still hope for coverage. A large group of 
photojournalists, leaving the Vietnam march, walked past the Washington marchers 
shortly after they began. As the photographers waited to cross the street, they pointed 
their cameras at the homosexuals. Paul Kuntzler hid behind his sign.73 
Only the Washington Afro-American, on page eighteen of its April 20 issue, 
reported on the picket. Its article cited the “Governor Wallace” sign and concluded 
with a quote from “Harvard educated E. Franklin Kameny,” the group’s founder. 
“We’re being just as much discriminated against as the colored citizen has been,” he 
said.74 
The fact that nothing happened—that the police, the tourists, and the Nazis did 
not bother the marchers—was enough of an accomplishment for the marchers. 
“HISTORY IN THE MAKING,” wrote Kameny to Gittings, “I’m writing this, very 
very wearily, and very very contentedly, after returning home following a 10-person 
picketing.” Though he admitted that another man, Warren Scarberry, had picketed the 
White House before—in fact, Kameny revealed, Scarberry had picketed the White 
House twice, including one time in 1964—that day’s march constituted the first 
picketing by a group of homosexuals at the White House.75 
They were ready for the next picket, and next time, the marchers would be 
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“immunized against fear,” as Jack Nichols put it.76 “We were going to change the 
world,” remembered Vincenz.77 Gail Green, the straight marcher who had been 
especially nervous to march, similarly felt her fears dissipate with the indifference of 
the world around them. As she explained to Frank Kameny, marching had simply 
brought her to the conclusion that one should never picket in high heels.78 
Less dignified was the apparel worn by three teenagers who, one week later, 
refused to leave Dewey’s, an all-night restaurant in Philadelphia. The restaurant had 
refused to serve more than 150 young, “camping” homosexuals and those wearing 
“non-conformist clothing,” as DRUM described them. The three youths, and then 
Clark Polak for attempting to intervene, were arrested and found guilty on disorderly 
conduct charges.79 
For the next five days, the homosexuals of the Janus Society—wearing suits 
and perfectly parted hair, distinguishing them from the patrons they were defending—
demonstrated outside of Dewey’s, distributing 1,500 flyers that warned potential 
patrons of the restaurant’s discriminatory practices. Dewey’s soon reversed its policy, 
a result of “the first sit-in of its kind in the history of the United States,” DRUM 
declared.80 
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By the end of the month, Kameny was chairing a new MSW Committee on 
Picketing and Other Lawful Demonstrations. “I have a good core group of 
enthusiastic, determined people (Lilli is one of my best),” he wrote Gittings. “It 
should be an interesting summer. Want to picket Independence Hall in Philly, with 
us?”81 
With a new tool in his arsenal, Kameny turned to his original foe, the Civil 
Service Commission. He wrote—and Belanger signed—a letter to John Macy 
reiterating his 1962 request for a meeting. “Much has taken place since that time,” he 
wrote. Public attitudes were changing and “increasingly insistent” homosexuals were 
picketing.82 
“No useful purpose would be served by meeting with representatives of your 
society,” responded Macy.83 The Society, however, felt emboldened. The first 
weekend of May, the group met to create pamphlet holders from Manila folders, 
labeled “Take One.”  In each folder, they placed ten copies of a pamphlet drafted by 
Kameny, titled “HOW TO HANDLE A FEDERAL INTERROGATION.” 
Because the gay purges were “gravely injurious to the national interest,” it 
was “the patriotic duty of every American citizen to do everything lawfully within his 
power to impede and to obstruct the implementation of these policies.” When facing 
investigators, advised the leaflet, one should repeat the argument Kameny had made 
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in 1957. “These are matters which are of no proper concern to the Government of the 
United States under any circumstances whatever.” 
“On matters having in any way to do with homosexuality,” the flyer advised, 
“say NOTHING; ‘no-thing’ means NO thing; and ‘no’ means NONE AT ALL, with 
NO exceptions. It does NOT mean ‘just a little.’”84 
To the dismay of many within the federal government, the “Take One” folders 
materialized across the country. MSW member Lige Clarke, despite his security 
clearance, placed seven in the halls of the Pentagon, including one in front of the 
Secretary of Defense’s office and one in front of the office of the Judge Advocate 
General of the Navy. Two appeared in the Commerce Department, including one in 
the employees’ cafeteria, and one appeared in the State Department.85 They also 
appeared in Fort Dix, McGuire Air Force Base, and Fort Monmouth, all in New 
Jersey. Over the next two months, military investigators inundated the FBI with 
reports of the document’s appearance. In the first week of May, an investigator 
forwarded a pamphlet found in a public telephone booth in Fort Monmouth. By June, 
the Bureau had received copies from investigators in Fort Campbell, Kentucky, Fort 
McPherson, Georgia, Fort McClellan, Alabama, and Fort Bragg, North Carolina.86 
The organization behind the pamphlet, J. Edgar Hoover explained to his field 
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offices, was “well known to the Bureau.” In a July memorandum to the Attorney 
General, “Obstructive Tactics of Organizations,” he summarized the Society’s 
instructions—alongside those of the Communist Party, the American Nazi Party, and 
the Ku Klux Klan—to outline “the difficulties faced by investigating agents in dealing 
with these people.”87 But he advised no action be taken, for he understood that 
interaction with the homosexuals would only make matters worse.88 Indeed, he and 
his Associate Director, Clyde Tolson, were now receiving copies of the Society’s 
Eastern Mattachine Magazine, too.89 
By the end of May, Kameny was prepared for a re-do of the first picket, this 
time, with proper publicity. “HOMOSEXUALS TO PICKET WHITE HOUSE,” 
announced his press release.90 
 On the afternoon of Thursday, May 27, Jack Nichols traveled to the offices of 
Washington’s news outlets to deliver the press release in person. He described the 
scene for Dick Leitsch a few days later. “Girls, sitting around in their offices chatting 
- took it from me - and as the door closed, I could hear their screams all the way down 
the hall. Some of them followed me and asked questions - and others came running 
out to get drinks of water so that they could have a peek at a real live faggot,” Nichols 
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wrote. “I loved every minute of it.”91 
That Saturday, from 12 to 2 p.m., ten men and three women picketed the 
White House. Jack Nichols led the march with his “Fifteen Million U.S. Homosexuals 
Protest Federal Treatment” sign, and new all-American placards replaced the Cuba 
signs. 
“Government Policy creates Security Risks” 
“Discrimination Against Homosexuals is as Immoral as Discrimination 
Against Negroes, Jews.” 
“White House Refuses replies to our letters. Afraid of us?”92 
A media circus ensued. The Associated Press, UPI, Reuters, the French News 
Agency, and the New York World-Telegram, and ABC-TV sent reporters, 
photographers, and television cameras. “We were told that it made a most 
impressively good-looking picket line,” Kameny told Gittings the next day.93  
Larry Littlejohn of San Francisco wrote Kameny as soon as he saw the 
homosexual marchers on television. “Many congratulations,” he wrote. “This is a real 
contribution toward breaking the conspiracy of silence.”94 The rest of the country 
learned of the picket the next day, reading the UPI and AP stories in papers across 
America. “Protest Subject is Deviants,” announced the Press and Sun-Bulletin News 
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of Binghampton, New York.95 At least a dozen other papers—in Minneapolis, Akron, 
San Bernardino, Fort Myers, Des Moines, and Tampa, to name a few—covered the 
march.96 “The neatly dressed dozen paced silently within pavement bounds set by 
watchful police,” reported the AP.97 The “well dressed and well behaved” 
homosexuals staged a “quiet, orderly” demonstration, wrote the UPI.98 
To Kameny, the descriptions proved that his dress code worked exactly as he 
intended. The most powerful effect of the march, however, appeared in the form of a 
single image. That Sunday, the Chicago Sun-Times printed Jean White’s series on 
homosexuality on the front page of its “Viewpoint” section. The Washington Post 
first published White’s piece alongside an image of a blurred silhouette—a man 
walking alone in the snow, without a name or face.99 In the Sun-Times’ May 30 re-
print, however, readers instead saw the clear, stoic faces of Jack Nichols, Frank 
Kameny, and Lilli Vincenz. A police officer stood with his back to the camera, arms 
akimbo, staring at the homosexuals. For the first time, Sun-Times readers no longer 
saw homosexuals as shadowy, abstract, often-dangerous figures. With their own eyes, 
they saw homosexual American citizens.100 
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While the MSW was picketing in Washington, 28-year-old Clark Polak was 
becoming the homosexual Hugh Hefner of Philadelphia. For two years, Polak 
supported and emulated Kameny. He donated $100 to the MSW to help it survive the 
Dowdy affair.101 The two leaders appeared together at lectures in Washington and 
Philadelphia, and Polak sent an endorsement to Kameny in his failed 1965 Mattachine 
campaign. “I am the President of a larger and older homophile organization, and I 
would bow to Frank's leadership,” he had written.102 
His magazine, however, was increasingly conflicting with the image Kameny 
was hoping to project in his demonstrations. He was trying to make Drum the “gay 
Playboy, with the news coverage of Time,” fighting to put “‘sex’ back into 
homosexuality.”103 After ECHO expelled Polak’s homophile organization, the Janus 
Society, Drum’s content became more explicit. In April, Polak  published a “Guide to 
Cruising” (featuring the “broken-heart technique” and the “you-are-a-bitch 
technique”), and for the first time, he planned to depict an uncensored male derrière—
a “physique photograph,” as they were called—in his July issue.104 
Kameny could not forget Dowdy’s attempt to tarnish his respectable Society 
with the crass words and images of other homosexuals (“I have looked at some of 
your books. Actually, I consider them pornography”). He knew the opponents of the 
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homosexual would use Drum’s semi-pornographic material to discredit his suit-and-
tie society. This is the type of material your movement is publishing? “These 
magazines, which may sometimes have the best intentions, can easily bolster the 
public’s erroneous image of the homosexual as a child-molesting sex fiend,” the 
Eastern Mattachine Magazine explained. There was nothing wrong with pornography 
per se—indeed, Kameny admitted to enjoying pornography—but it should remain 
wholly separate from the homophile movement.105 
On June 3, Kameny persuaded the members of the MSW to adopt an official 
policy statement. “The publication of physique photographs bears no relevance to its 
conception of the nature of the homophile movement and that therefore, no such 
photographs will appear in the Society’s publications, and no material officially 
issued by the Mattachine Society of Washington will be released to any publications 
in which such photographs appear on a regular basis.”106 It was a proactive defense 
measure, a cleansing of the Society’s hands. Now, if government officials or 
Congressmen held up a copy of DRUM—which had, in its first issue, listed Kameny 
on its masthead—he could simply point to the statement. He and his Society hid their 
connection to Clark Polak’s gay Playboy. 
As the pickets continued, Kameny’s dress code became more specific. In May, 
he finalized the official regulations of his Committee on Picketing and Other Lawful 
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Demonstrations.107 “Picketing is not an occasion for an assertion of personality, 
individuality, ego, rebellion, generalized non-conformity or anti-conformity,” he 
wrote. The role of each picketer was, “merely, to carry a sign or to increase the size of 
the demonstration; not he, but his sign should attract notice and attention.”108 
Onlookers, Kameny explained, were more likely to accept controversial ideas 
if picketers bore “the symbols of acceptability, conventionality, and respectability, as 
arbitrary as those symbols may be.” The same man who was now fighting for sexual 
nonconformity nevertheless saw the trappings of conformity as a political tool. If 
straight Americans saw that homosexuals looked “normal,” perhaps they would listen 
to their demands.109 
Kameny was also drawing from another tradition. Since the days of slavery, 
black Americans utilized respectability as a survival strategy. Mothers of young 
female slaves, for instance, taught them Victorian standards of speech and behavior to 
combat stereotypes of black promiscuity and, as one historian has put it, “to humanize 
themselves in white eyes, perhaps even securing a minimal measure of personal 
safety in the midst of a system where rape by white men…constantly threatened to 
render them not only less than ladies, but sometimes less than human.” In the mid-
twentieth century, the tradition manifested itself in the African-American civil rights 
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movement’s deployment of a white middle class image. “Dress modestly, neatly ... as 
if you were going to church,” marchers were told.110 
Kameny’s regulations for his homosexual marchers were much more 
stringent. Men were to wear suits, women dresses. Men were to have recent haircuts 
and fresh shaves. Beards were discouraged. Signs were to be approved in advance, 
displaying neat and clear lettering. Marchers were to carry the signs assigned to them 
and maintain their correct, logical ordering. Picketers were not to talk among 
themselves. They were neither to smoke nor to take refreshment. They were permitted 
to leave the picket line only when absolutely necessary.111 “I’m all in favor of well-
groomed pickets,” responded Ronald Brass, “but isn’t it going a little too far to 
require suits in summer?”112 
It was almost 90 degrees Fahrenheit on the Fourth of July 1965, when 39 
picketers—32 men and 7 women—and five other supporters appeared at 
Philadelphia’s Independence Hall.113 The demonstration was co-sponsored by the 
Mattachines of New York and Philadelphia, the new Chicago-based Mattachine 
Midwest, and ECHO. At this demonstration, the homosexuals were to speak directly 
to the public—the tourists visiting the birthplace of the Declaration of Independence 
and the Constitution on the country’s birthday—rather than a specific government 
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“An inalienable right; the pursuit of happiness; for homosexuals too?” 
“Stop cruel and unusual punishment for homosexuals.”114 
During the picket itself, as the 39 demonstrators silently marched in a circle, a 
woman pushing a child in a stroller inserted herself at the center. “She hurled 
venomous verbal invective until led away by a plainclothes policewoman,” reported 
the Eastern Mattachine.115 
The more contentious incident, one with long-lasting ramifications, occurred 
before the demonstration even began. To Frank Kameny’s dismay, two MSNY 
members arrived at Independence Hall wearing informal summer attire. Kameny 
explained that, unfortunately, though the pair had traveled nearly 100 miles to picket, 
the rules were clear. They would not be permitted to demonstrate.116 
"Frank, since I became an admirer of yours, I knew the day would come when 
a fundamental difference of opinion would come,” wrote Dick Leitsch the next day. 
“That point has been reached."117 
“The more I think of…your anti-muscle book policy, your dedication to 
conservatism and middle-class values, the more I am at odds with the Washington 
Mattachine,” Leitsch continued. “It appears that you are making the same mistakes 
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that were made in New York years ago--an effort to form an 'elite', based on 'high 
moral principles'. In other words, to out middle-class the middle-class. This was 
dramatically illustrated Sunday when forty homosexuals and friends paraded a round 
in the blazing sun, sweating and puffing…while the middle-class people (and who 
else would visit Independence Hall on July Fourth and buy ice cream with an 
American flag stuck in it?) stood around in bermuda shorts and open shirts 
watching.”118 
Most homosexuals had no interest in hiding behind middle-class values, 
explained Leitsch. “They want a place to go and dance and cruise. They want their 
own bars. They want to go to Cherry Grove and drink and dance and party without 
police harassment. They want an end to entrapment. They want to live as they please, 
not ape the middle-class.”119 
Kameny was unconvinced. He sent an explanation—not an apology—to the 
two men, and he dug in his heels.120 "First, I will bitterly resist seeing the homophile 
movement become broadened into the conformophobe movement,” he told Leitsch. 
"Much of my life has been devoted to fighting conformity, to going my own 
way….BUT that applies to MY life as an individual.” When it came to the movement, 
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By demanding and achieving a role in the making of federal employment 
policies, by first looking like policymakers, homosexuals could accelerate change. 
"Clean-scrubbed demonstrations will get us ahead--IF they are successful--FAR FAR 
faster than court cases. Remember, the Bruce Scott case will take over 4 years, by the 
time it's done, and it may or may not accomplish what we want. Meetings with Mr. 
Macy and others will do the same MUCH faster. But they will meet with us if we 
look meet-able--in THEIR terms, not in ours.”122  
"We would not meet with Mr. Macy wearing open-necked shorts and chino 
pants!! We can't expect a picket line so dressed to get a meeting with him--or with 
LBJ!!"123 
“Grubbiness,” Kameny concluded, “has never, to your knowledge, been a 
stereotype of a homosexual. Do our pickets your way, and it will soon become so."124 
 
III. Bruce Scott and the Fall of Picketing 
 
In Chicago, Bruce Scott was no longer living in destitution. Illinois was still 
the only state in the country in which homosexual acts were legal, and there, the 
founding member of the MSW found employment. The state of Illinois hired him in 










months, until July 5, he remained a probationary employee. He could be fired for any 
reason. “I can only hope that publicity, if any, attendant upon the Circuit Court 
decision will not come to the attention of my superiors here,” Scott told Kameny.125 
A month earlier, David Carliner of the NCACLU had argued Scott’s case 
before the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. Before 
three judges, Carliner explained that one’s private sexual behavior was irrelevant to 
the efficiency of the civil service. For the government to consider immoral acts like 
homosexuality, Carliner argued, not only contradicted the Kinsey Report and medical 
experts, but was “at war with a wide range of constitutional principles.”126 
As Scott, Carliner, and Kameny waited for a decision, they saw signs that 
legal thought was indeed shifting in their favor. In October, after the Supreme Court 
agreed to hear the case of a married man fired from his job in the Federal Aviation 
Administration—it learned of homosexual acts in his past—the FAA withdrew its 
defense and reinstated him. The government did not want to risk losing in a 
precedent-setting Supreme Court case. The employee had simply made a “youthful 
mistake,” explained the FAA Administrator. He was now “fully rehabilitated.”127 
In May, both the New York State Legislature and the British Parliament re-
considered the criminalization of homosexual acts. "Nothing and nobody is going to 
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change a man's basic desires, his erotic makeup. If he is basically homosexual he will 
continue homosexual,” argued the Earl of Arran in the House of Lords. “To punish in 
such circumstances is to persecute a minority as others have persecuted Jews and 
Negroes."128 The bill passed the House of Lords before the House of Commons 
narrowly refused to consider it. In New York, meanwhile, the state legislature voted 
for a new penal code that removed sodomy from its provisions--until a last-minute 
amendment ensured it remained illegal. The Eastern Mattachine Magazine covered 
both efforts as its lead stories.129 
The greatest sign of progress for the homosexual came not in a legislative 
body, but in the Supreme Court. On June 7, 1965, the Supreme Court ruled in its 
Griswold decision that the state of Connecticut could not outlaw birth control. For the 
first time in history, the Court ruled there existed a right to privacy, a constitutional 
guarantee implied throughout the Bill of Rights. For example, the First Amendment, 
which protected organizations’ membership lists, had “a penumbra where privacy is 
protected from governmental intrusion,” explained the Court. "Would we allow the 
police to search the sacred precincts of marital bedrooms for telltale signs of the use 
of contraceptives?” asked the decision. "We deal with a right of privacy older than the 
Bill of Rights — older than our political parties, older than our school system."130 
Even elements of the Catholic Church supported the decision.  “It does not 
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seem reasonable to me to forbid in civil law a practice that can be considered a matter 
of private morality,” Cardinal Cushing of Boston argued. Because the decision 
suggested that other immoral acts—adultery, fornication, homosexuality—could soon 
fall under the protected realm of morality and privacy, it gave the homophile 
movement “a renewed sense of hope and optimism,” as the Eastern Mattachine 
reported.131 
Nine days later, the Court of Appeals released its decision in Scott v. Macy. 
The Civil Service Commission, wrote Chief Judge David Bazelon, “may not rely on a 
determination of ‘immoral conduct,’ based only on such vague labels as ‘homosexual’ 
and ‘homosexual conduct,’ as a ground for disqualifying appellant for Government 
employment.” It was a victory for Scott. Because the government did not tell him 
exactly what he had done, he could not refute it—a denial of due process.132 
The decision left much of the purge machinery intact, however. “In my view,” 
concluded Bazelon, “this does not preclude the Commission from excluding appellant 
from eligibility for employment for some ground other than the vague finding of 
‘immoral conduct’ here.”133 For the Society, it was a victory nonetheless. “The walls 
of Jericho have been shaken, but they have not yet come tumbling down,” wrote 
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Kameny in a press release.134 “No Federal court has gone as far as this opinion in 
strongly suggesting that homosexual conduct may not be an absolute 
disqualification,” reported the next day’s Post.135 
More importantly, the national homophile movement was galvanized. The day 
after the decision, Bruce Scott awoke to a story in the Chicago Sun-Times—it did not 
include his name—and a telegram from Don Slater of ONE Magazine. 
“CONGRATULATIONS ON YOUR SUCCESSFUL APPEAL YOU HAVE DONE 
US ALL A GREAT SERVICE,” he wrote.136 Drum Magazine began advertising 
copies of the Scott decision for $1 each to its circulation of thousands. 137 
The Society, meanwhile, had been developing plans to picket the CSC before 
the decision, and after the favorable news, the MSW Board asked whether it was still 
appropriate to demonstrate—especially while the government was considering 
whether to appeal Scott to the Supreme Court.138 Kameny’s own livelihood was at 
stake. Once again, he was unemployed, and in a post-Scott, post-Jenkins America, he 
believed there was a chance—albeit a slim one—that the government would hire him 
once again.139 Two days after Scott decision, Kameny wrote to John Macy to request 
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the expungement of his debarment. Indeed, the CSC had never provided him the 
specifics of his homosexual activity, either.140 Bruce Scott himself was in favor of the 
picket. “Perhaps the picketing coupled with the Circuit Court’s decision in my case 
will focus the attention of the press and public on the authoritarian procedures,” he 
told Kameny.141 
On June 21, Kameny sent John Macy a copy of an unsent press release that 
would announce the CSC picket, which was to take place in four days. “We still 
prefer negotiation and discussion to demonstration,” he wrote. If the CSC agreed to 
meet with the homosexuals, he explained, “we will be only too pleased to call off our 
scheduled picketing.”142 
“We consider that no useful purpose would be served by such a meeting,” 
responded Macy two days later.143 The press releases arrived at newsrooms across 
Washington the next day.144 On June 26, ten days after the Society’s first legal victory 
over the gay purges, 25 picketers—18 men and 7 women—demonstrated at the 
headquarters of the Civil Service Commission.145 The group included a clergyman in 
his cassock, likely recruited at a meeting of the Council on Religion and the 
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Homosexual at American University the day prior.146 
The signs were more personal than usual. 
“Civil Service Commission refuses to confer with Homosexuals. Afraid?”147 
“Chairman Macy is Guilty of immoral conduct.” 
“Chairman Macy is Washington’s Governor Wallace” 
Kameny saw a man in a car approach the entrance of the CSC headquarters, 
stop, and watch the demonstrators before driving onward. He later swore it was 
Chairman Macy himself.148 
On the evening of September 8, five MSW members—including Frank 
Kameny, Lilli Vincenz, and Gail Johnson—walked across the plaza outside the Civil 
Service Commission headquarters, the site of their demonstration less than three 
months earlier. They were to meet with L.V. Meloy, the CSC’s General Counsel, and 
Kimbell Johnson, the Director of the Bureau of Personnel Investigations.149 
The Society representatives understood that the meeting represented “one of 
the most important break-throughs we have had to date,” as Kameny put it, and they 
held a briefing and policymaking session to prepare. Kameny was optimistic, too. The 
CSC officials were “extremely cordial” on the telephone, and they had even agreed to 
meet with the homosexual delegation at night, since most of them, unlike Kameny, 
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Few records exist of the conference, which lasted an hour and a half, but 
because of Lilli Vincenz, we have a glimpse of the conversation. In the immediate 
aftermath of the meeting, she drafted a scathing, five-page letter, addressed to the 
CSC officials but ultimately unsent. 
“You told us that all the homosexuals with which you had come in contact had 
been sent by the police because of violation of the law,” wrote Vincenz, referring to 
the Washington police’s policy of informing the federal employers of arrested 
homosexuals. The officials had called them “solicitors and child molesters,” she 
wrote. “You said, ‘What I can’t stand is those people that take a youngster home, get 
him drunk and then seduce him.’ You seemed surprised that our organization in no 
way condones these activities nor attempts to make them legal.” 
“Mr. M, you assume that every homosexual is ashamed and guilty.” 
“‘Is that all you people want?’ Mr. M, you asked, when we said we only 
wanted to plead for the rights of consenting adults to lead their private lives as they fit 
without being persecuted and disqualified from job. IS THAT ALL?”151 
At the end of the meeting, the officials requested a formal statement of the 
Society’s position, and they promised a written reply from the Commissioners 
themselves. The Society’s final product, not finished for three months, was a fully 
footnoted, 16-page manifesto that spoke in the moral language of the Commission, 
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which, according to its own regulations, barred “criminal, infamous, dishonest, 
immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct” from the ranks of federal employees. 
Homosexuals had the “moral right” to be homosexual, the Society argued, citing the 
support of religious leaders and the ACLU. Discrimination against homosexuals was 
“as morally indefensible and as odious” as that against African Americans. The CSC, 
part of an administration that was a champion of civil rights, needed to take a 
“progressive, idealistic, humane, forward-looking, courageous role” in ending 
homosexual discrimination.152 
As Kameny and the MSW delegation were drafting the statement, good signs 
were coming from within the CSC. Within days of the conference, the Society heard 
that the CSC did not intend to appeal its loss in Scott v. Macy. Then, in early October, 
Bruce Scott learned that the CSC had deemed him officially eligible for federal 
employment.153 “And so ends Scott v. Macy, after 3 1/2 years, with complete 
vindication of Scott,” wrote Kameny. His dual strategy of lawsuits and 
demonstrations, he believed, was working as just he intended.154 
Scott, however, received a letter from William J. Scruggs, chief of the CSC’s 
Professional Examining Section, on October 21, less than a week after he learned of 
his approved eligibility for federal employment. Yes, wrote Scruggs, pursuant to the 
 
152 The Mattachine Society of Washington, “Federal Employment of Homosexual American Citizens,” 
November 15, 1965, Box 8, Folder 5, MSNY Papers.  
 
153 Bruce C. Scott to FEK, October 6, 1965, Box 9, Folder 5, FEK Papers.  
 




District Court’s order, Scott was now eligible for federal employment. “However, we 
are compelled by information available to us to initiate action to determine your 
suitability for employment.”155 
Despite the pickets, and despite the legal victory, the CSC was renewing its 
battle. By first rating him eligible, it was avoiding the Supreme Court and delaying 
any change in policy. David Carliner promised to sue once again, but Scott felt 
dejected.156 “I was naive enough to think that my trial was over,” he wrote Kameny. 
“I am right back where I was four years ago and the entire fight is to begin all over 
again.”157 
“U.S. GOVERNMENT CLINGS TO PREJUDICE,” announced a MSW press 
release, decrying the “rear-guard delaying tactics - tactics comparable to those being 
used against the Negro by the worst elements of the South.”158 
The MSW’s 1965 picketing initiative was coming to an end. After the 
inconclusive CSC meeting and the renewed case of Bruce Scott, it was clear that the 
demonstrations—attracting only dozens, at most—were not forcing immediate 
change. “The walls didn't come crumbling down,” as Kameny later put it. The idea of 
homosexuals picketing, moreover, was no longer novel, and press interest seemed to 
be dwindling. Kameny worried the homosexuals were only picketing as a symbolic 
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act, proving to themselves that they were indeed resisting. But if picketing was not 
creating tangible changes in policy, Kameny concluded, then the homosexuals needed 
to change their tactics.159 A failed experiment in picketing thus caused the MSW to 
pivot back to its original purpose, a legal campaign rooted in the ideological assertion 
of gay pride. 
 
 
IV. The National Growth of the Proud Plaintiff 
 
On Tuesday, February 15, 1966, Kameny left Washington for the Kansas City 
meeting of America’s homophile organizations. He took a train to Philadelphia, 
where he met lesbian activists Barbara Gittings and Kay Lahusen. The next morning, 
the three left in Lahusen’s Volkswagen, driving west through a snowstorm.160 
"The 'gathering of the clans' started on Friday, with people beginning to arrive 
from all directions, for the meeting,” Kameny wrote.161 Jack Nichols and John 
Marshall arrived to represent the MSW, and in sum, 38 delegates represented fourteen 
organizations.162 Almost immediately, the tension between focusing on ideology or 
action—mirroring an east coast and west coast divide—became evident. However, on 
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one matter, the importance of a coordinated legal assault, the delegates would agree. 
Despite the tensions over tactics and emphasis, Kameny’s legal-oriented strategic 
vision became realized.  
The delegates first elected a straight minister, Clay Colwell of the Council of 
Religion and the Homosexual, as its chairman. They began by introducing themselves 
and their organizations. Phyllis Lyon introduced the DOB, explaining it was founded 
ten years ago “because it was felt there was lacking a place for women in the 
predominantly male organizations.” Clark Polak introduced the Janus Society, his 
Drum magazine, and its three full-time staff. Delegates from ONE and the Mattachine 
Society in San Francisco introduced their educational, social service, and research 
aims. Guy Strait of San Francisco introduced his Citizens News, emphasizing “the 
closet queen, the drag, and the hustler as types who require acceptance by other 
homosexuals.” Bill Plath of San Francisco’s Tavern Guild explained that his 
organization represented homosexual bartenders, owners, and employees. Bill 
Beardemphl of the Society of Individual Rights (SIR) explained his group’s 
philosophy of attracting members through social functions.163 
Barbara Gittings spoke for the Mattachine Society of Philadelphia, mentioning 
its participation in the ECHO pickets. Kameny was clear about his organizational 
philosophy. The problems of the homosexual came from heterosexuals alone, so 
homosexuals must direct their efforts outward, not inward. John Marshall explained 
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the MSW’s political focus as a product of its geographic location, in Washington.164 
Larry Littlejohn of the SIR first moved for the creation of a national legal 
fund, “necessary because the American Civil Liberties Union does not necessarily 
handle all cases that the homophile movement might deem significant.” Kameny 
seconded the motion, which carried.165  
Clark Polak of the Janus Society then stood. The best use of the conference, he 
said, was to establish a homosexual Bill of Rights.166 He presented a list of eight 
items which had been drafted, at least in part, by Kameny.167 First, the definition of 
“homophile.” Second, the MSW’s sickness statement. Third, the “moral right to be 
homosexual.” Then, lastly, a call for an end to homosexual discrimination in the 
federal bureaucracy, in the military, and in the granting of security clearances. 
The west coast groups, especially the SIR, objected. Why were the delegates 
debating abstract principles and ideology? Did it even matter? Why not plan 
something instead? 
The votes, Reverend Colwell reminded the delegates, were not binding. They 
were simply recommendations, pending before a vote of the organizations’ own 
memberships. One by one, the delegates considered Kameny and Polak’s bill. 
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opportunity, legalization of homosexual activity, and an end to the government’s 
purges. But when the sickness statement came up for debate, there was discord. The 
views of psychiatrists, argued west coast activists, were irrelevant to the homophile 
movement. Kameny responded that the sickness question was, in fact, the “most 
important single question facing our Movement today,” the root of many the 
homosexual’s problems, like exclusion from the military, lack of self-esteem, and the 
perceptions of the straight public. The motion failed, and only four of the fourteen 
organizations voted in favor of a declaration that homosexuals were not ill.168 
"The meeting was, to me, a great disappointment,” wrote Kameny. “The 
Saturday session was, I felt, a total victory of mass intellectual mediocrity. Sunday 
was only slightly better." By the end of the conference, the delegates had tabled the 
sickness question and whether they had the “moral right to be homosexual” free of 
pressure to convert to heterosexuality. MSW President Jon Swanson, wrote Kameny, 
“who is squeamish (as a good Catholic) about the word ‘moral’ moved that that word 
be dropped.”169 They had no time to consider the creation of a national affiliation or 
organizational “superstructure.”170 
But there had been tangible successes. Adopting a plan introduced by DOB’s 
Phyllis Lyon, the delegates agreed to plan a series of national meetings on Armed 
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Forces Day to discuss the problem of the homosexual and the draft. Kameny spoke 
against the idea—homosexuals should not be mixing causes—but ultimately agreed to 
participate in the plans.171 They decided on a name for their convention, the “National 
Planning Conference of Homophile Organizations,” and agreed on a late August date 
for their second meeting, to take place in San Francisco.172 
The final statement by the delegates, moreover, was almost certainly in 
Kameny’s words, and it focused on his particular foe, the federal government. “A 
substantial number of American people are subjected to a second-class citizenship, to 
the Gestapo-like ‘purges’ of government agencies and to local police harassment. It is 
time that the American public reexamine its attitudes and its laws concerning the 
homosexual,” the statement concluded, above the signatures of fifteen homophile 
organizations.173 
Despite Kameny’s disappointment, he had managed to impress even the west 
coast activists who disagreed with him. “Kameny certainly knows what he is talking 
about,” Don Slater of ONE wrote to Barbara Gittings. “I can hardly wait for 
August.”174 
On February 25, 1966, CSC Chairman John Macy sent his official response to 
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the Mattachine Society of Washington’s demands.175 Homosexuals, argued Macy, did 
not exist. “We do not subscribe to the view, which indeed is the rock upon which the 
Mattachine Society is founded, that ‘homosexual’ is a proper metonym for an 
individual,” wrote Macy. It was merely an adjective to describe overt behaviors. It 
was a new but effective argument. By denying the existence of homosexual 
Americans, the Commission could deny it was discriminating against a minority 
group.176 
What mattered, Macy argued, was the employee’s impact on the job. 
“Pertinent considerations here are the revulsion of other employees by homosexual 
conduct and the consequent disruption of service efficiency, the apprehension caused 
other employees of homosexual advances, solicitations or assaults, the unavoidable 
subjection of the sexual deviate to erotic stimulation through on-the-job use of 
common toilet, shower, and living facilities, the offense to members of the public who 
are required to deal with a known or admitted sexual deviate to transact Government 
business, the hazard that the prestige and authority of a Government position will be 
used to foster homosexual activity, particularly among the youth, and the use of 
Government funds and authority in furtherance of conduct offensive both to the mores 
and the law of our society.”177 
“We reject categorically,” added Macy, “the assertion that the Commission 
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pries into the private sex life of those seeking Federal employment, or that it 
discriminates in ferreting out homosexual conduct.” The CSC did not proactively 
investigate and purge homosexuals, and if homosexual behavior “remains truly 
private, that is, it remains undisclosed to all but the participants, it is not the subject of 
an inquiry.”178 
Kameny’s response was predictably vociferous. “In point of fact, you do grant 
the validity of the use of the word ‘homosexual’ as a noun, and are actually so using 
and thinking in terms of it. That you have chosen to disguise it by the less precise and 
pejorative term ‘sexual deviate’ does not alter the situation.”179 What was more, Macy 
himself had used the word “homosexual” as a noun in his September 28, 1962 letter 
to the Society, wrote Kameny. “It is the established policy of the Civil Service 
Commission that homosexuals are not suitable for appointment to or retention in 
positions in the Federal service,” the Chairman had written.180 The fact that most 
federal employees were prejudiced against homosexuals did permit the government to 
encourage and act upon that same prejudice. “The government of Nazi Germany 
seized upon and reinforced an endemic anti-Semitism of long-standing, which was 
part of the mores of the Germany of that day,” Kameny wrote.181 
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last, the government found itself defending the rationale behind its purges in a written 
document for public consumption. If this rationale later changed, or if the government 
acted in a manner inconsistent with the letter’s claims, Kameny would be able to leap 
upon it, taking advantage, as he wrote in the Ladder, of the CSC’s “masterful stroke 
of illogic” in denying the existence of the noun “homosexual.”182 
Six months later, on Thursday morning, August 25, 1966, sixty-eight 
homosexuals and allies arrived at the Hotel Bellevue, an elegant, Beaux-Arts building 
in San Francisco. They passed the lobby’s gold and marble grand staircase and 
entered the conference room, where, because of its poor acoustics and sound system, 
they strained to hear the proceedings of that year’s second meeting of the National 
Planning Conference of Homophile Organizations.183 
The delegates elected Clay Colwell, the straight minister, as the chair of the 
conference. An irritated Kameny spoke shortly thereafter, criticizing the movement’s 
deferral to straight authorities and its hesitancy to speak for itself. Look no further 
than their last conference in Kansas City. “Here we had a conference of the national 
leadership of the homophile movement - of those who are most open, outspoken, 
militant, and insistent upon rights, equality, dignity, full human and personal status 
for the homosexual. And who spoke for us to the newspapers - an avowed 
HETEROsexual! Ridiculous! And a bit sad!” What the movement really needed, he 
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argued, was a “clear, consistent, coordinated, positive philosophy and ideology, 
vigorously and actively propounded publicly at every opportunity.”184  
Clark Polak’s speech was even more condemnatory. “Your publications, 
besides being often illiterate and poorly edited,” he told the delegates of America’s 
homophile groups, “are also reeking with anti-homosexuality, groveling, 
obsequiousness and seem almost designed to maintain the homosexual’s position of 
inferiority.”185  
Friday was only slightly less infuriating to Kameny and his allies. Polak 
introduced a motion for a coordinated demonstration in 1967, prompting a long 
debate about the advisability of picketing itself. The motion passed in a close 37-31 
vote, and Polak was appointed to chair a committee to recommend a specific action. 
(“That kept him quiet for a merciful ten minutes,” wrote Gunnison.) The delegates 
tabled the idea of a statement intended to counteract the charge that homosexuals 
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were child molesters, but they did create a national homophile clearinghouse. 
Organizations would be able to subscribe easily to the publications of other 
organizations from across the country.186 
The next day, the delegates created a National Legal Defense Fund, but voted 
against including the word “homosexual” in the fund’s name. (What “well-heeled 
homosexual” would write a check to an organization with that word in the title?) The 
most spirited discussion occurred over a Mattachine Midwest motion to create a 
confederation of homophile organizations, something with an ACLU structure 
envisioned by Kameny. Vanguard, an organization of young hustlers based in San 
Francisco, came out against the idea. “The various types of homosexuals are so far 
apart that a union of them would seem no less than a miracle,” argued Vanguard’s 
president, complaining of the “middle class” control of the other organizations. The 
motion was defeated in a 35-23 vote.187 Though there was not to be an umbrella 
organization of the homosexual groups, the delegates decided to meet again in 1967. 
The conference would take place in Washington. Kameny accepted the decision on 
behalf of the MSW, unsure whether his organization would actually accept the 
responsibility.188 
On Sunday, one of the organizations—the Tavern Guild, a coalition of San 
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AM. The Guild did not want to risk sharing the address of the Sunday Picnic for fear 
of a police raid. At the bar, a carpool then took delegates and other gay bar goers 40 
miles east, to a plot of land in a hidden valley. Surrounded by six hundred 
homosexuals, the sophisticated Foster Gunnison was shocked by what he saw at the 
picnic. It featured a swimming pool, a dance floor imported from a go-go club, and a 
softball field (“you haven’t seen ANYTHING till you’ve watched 18 homos playing a 
game of soft-ball,” he wrote). The diversity of apparel was shocking. A cook from the 
SIR was grilling steaks the size of bicycle wheels while wearing a bonnet and a 
Mother Hubbard dress.189 
Homosexuals were “scrambling around, sometimes aimlessly, searching for 
identity (understandable),” concluded Gunnison. “I am struck by how much 
preoccupation is shown with clothes (often offbeat) as symbols in this respect. Other 
item is the pervasive issue of conformity vs. freedom. Rights vs. responsibilities. 
Love vs. sex. These are the coming topics.”190 
Kameny, however, remained wedded to his legal tactics. “ACLU Testing 
Eligibility for Federal Job,” announced the Post on October 7. After three years, 
Bruce Scott’s case was back in court.191 Earlier that year, after Scott learned the CSC 
suspended his eligibility for federal employment, he received something new, a list of 
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homosexuality, was attempting to continue its policies despite the Appeals Court 
ruling in the first Scott case. 
This time, the CSC provided Scott with four pages of evidence. In 1947, he 
was arrested for loitering in a Lafayette Square restroom. In 1951, he was arrested—
but not charged—at a Greyhound Bus Station. His former employer admitted that 
although Scott was not necessarily “effeminate,” his thinking ran “across lines which 
are not common in a man.” His job performance was fine, but “he generally had dirty 
clothes and his fingernails were always dirty.” 
“I would not recommend him for a position of responsibility and trust in the 
Federal Service because he is a homosexual,” he concluded. Scott’s neighbor accused 
him of being a homosexual, too. “In view of the information which has been cited 
above,” concluded the CSC, “do you now deny that you have engaged in homosexual 
acts?”192 
Carliner responded in April, accusing the CSC of failing to provide any 
specific evidence of immoral conduct. The allegations of Scott’s former employer, he 
argued, were “highly subjective and are evidence only of the supervisor’s 
attitudes.”193 But despite Carliner’s protests, Scott remained barred from federal 
employment. In October, they filed suit against Chairman Macy once again.194 
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Through the rest of 1966, Carliner continued to propagate the concept of 
homosexuality as a civil liberties issue within the nationwide ACLU. After Clive 
Boutilier, a 32-year-old building maintenance man from Canada, was ordered 
deported from America for being a homosexual, the immigrant sued. After losing in 
the Court of Appeals, Boutilier appealed to the Supreme Court, and he did so with the 
financial support of Clark Polak’s Janus Society.195 Carliner, meanwhile, agreed to 
write an amicus brief for Boutilier on behalf of the ACLU, teaming with three other 
attorneys from the New York Civil Liberties Union. The law barring immigrants with 
“psychopathic” personalities, wrote Carliner and his NYCLU team, was 
unconstitutionally vague; how could Boutilier have possibly known that homosexual 
activity would get him deported for being a psychopath?196 
Meanwhile, the NCACLU’s statement against the homosexual’s purges, co-
drafted by Frank Kameny, was on its way to becoming the national policy of the 
ACLU. The national Union still technically adhered to its 1957 policy approving of 
the purges, but beginning in the spring of 1966, the national Due Process Committee 
began reconsidering the question. After examining the NCACLU’s new policy, 
Macy’s letter to the MSW, and the Scott I decision, the Committee made its 
recommendation in November.197 “Homosexuality per se should not bar from 
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government employment persons who are presently practicing homosexuals in their 
private lives.” It was nearly a verbatim copy of the NCACLU’s own statement. There 
was still room for progress on the matter of national security, however. “Since the 
general public is not prepared to accept homosexuality,” the Committee added, “the 
risk of blackmail was still present in security jobs.”198 
Two months later, Judge George Hart, the same District Court judge who 
ruled against Scott in 1965, released his decision in Scott II. He grew frustrated, 
especially after Carliner and the government’s attorney argued whether the CSC’s 
allegations against Scott were specific enough. "Aren't we shadow-boxing?” he asked 
during arguments. “The real question is whether an active homosexual can work for 
the Government."199 
On January 6, 1967, he ruled against Scott once again. An active homosexual, 
decided Hart, should not be permitted to work for the government.200 The next day, 
the New York Times reported that New York’s municipal Civil Service Commission 
had quietly changed its policies a full year earlier; without any public announcement, 
it now allowed homosexuals, parolees, and unwed mothers to work for the city 
(female applicants for city jobs were previously asked for their marriage date and the 
age of their oldest child). “There are some questions we just don't ask any more,” said 
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the city’s CSC chairman. “Society's attitudes have changed considerably.”201 
Kameny sent letters to the Post and the Star within hours of hearing the news. 
The stories from Washington and New York provided an “interesting contrast,” he 
wrote. "It would appear that our benighted, barbaric, backward Washington 
officialdom, in both the executive and judicial branches, has a great deal to learn from 
our more enlightened, civilized, progressive neighbors to the north.” 
For the first time, both newspapers published a letter from the angry 
homosexual.202 The MSNY, in its newsletter that month, quoted Kameny’s 
compliment with glee. “Every civil rights group seems to have its Scott,” it quipped. 
“The Negroes had Dred Scott and we have Bruce.”203 
The MSW had succeeded not only in persuading the ACLU to adopt the cause 
of the homosexual, but it had galvanized the homophile movement and demonstrated 
the importance of legal maneuvering despite west coast resistance against his reliance 
on the ideology of pride. Moreover, the picketing experiment and the subsequent lack 
of results had reinforced Kameny’s own commitment to a legal and ideological focus. 
His continuous emphasis on both pride and respectability, however, created tensions 
within the movement that would soon reach a breaking point. 
 
201 “City Hires Parolees in Change of Policy,” New York Times, January 7, 1967, 1.  
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Chapter Five: Gay is Good 
 
On October 18, 1965, less than three months after 28-year-old Donald Lee 
Crawford picketed in front of the Pentagon, he sat before two special investigators 
from the Office of Naval Intelligence. They wanted to talk to him about Lieutenant 
Commander Perry Redifer. A short, slender man with brown hair, brown eyes, and 
glasses, Crawford already had an honorable discharge from the Navy. He worked as 
an illustrator for the Research Analyst Corporation in McLean, Virginia, a mile from 
the headquarters of the Central Intelligence Agency. Crawford did not see the harm in 
telling the investigators the truth.1 
In the spring of 1962, he had met Lieutenant Commander Redifer—also 
known as Jim Hastings—at the Chicken Hut. They went to Redifer’s home to have a 
drink, but no homosexual activity occurred. “I next saw him several days later when 
he entered the bar where I was drinking,” explained Crawford. “At that time we 
returned to his home where there was homosexual activities. At that time we were in 
his bed nude kissing and fondling of privates which led to mutual masturbation.” 
They continued meeting each other over the next month, but the two eventually 
became nothing more than close, platonic friends. “The last time I engaged in 
homosexual activity,” added Crawford, “was approximately one week ago but can not 
 




recall any particular about the individual.” No, explained Crawford, he had not 
engaged in homosexual activities with any other members of the Armed Forces.2 
On April 18, 1966, Crawford received a notice from Walter T. Skallerup, Jr., 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Security Policy at the Pentagon, titled 
“NOTICE OF SUSPENSION OF ACCESS AUTHORIZATION.”3  The Defense 
Department had uncovered evidence of homosexual activity, and it therefore 
suspended his security clearance.4 Three weeks later, the Pentagon received 
Crawford’s response. “I know of no such acts of sexual perversion,” he began. And, 
before he could respond to the allegations, he had questions of his own. How did the 
Pentagon define the term sexual perversion? What about immoral? Disgraceful? 
Notoriety? He wanted the “entire chain of reasoning” relating acts of sexual 
perversion to eligibility for security clearance. He demanded to know which criminal 
statutes he violated in “each particular, individual instance.” Frank Kameny, newly 
re-employed, lacking a focus in his fight against the government, and stripped of his 
presidential powers in the organization he founded, would serve as personal counsel 




3 “Notice of Suspension of Access Authorization,” April 18, 1966, Box 17, Folder 6, FEK Papers. 
 
4 The Pentagon explained that it had reason to believe he engaged in “criminal, immoral and 
notoriously disgraceful conduct,” specifically, “acts of sexual perversion with numerous males.” These 
acts reflected not only “behavior, activities and associations which tend to show that you are not 
reliable or trustworthy,” but also “such poor judgment and instability as to suggest that you might 
disclose classified information to unauthorized persons.” He could, therefore, be subjected to 
“coercion, influence, or pressure which may be likely to cause you to act contrary to the national 
interest.” See “Statement of Reasons,” April 21, 1966, Box 17, Folder 6, FEK Papers.  
 
5 Donald Lee Crawford to Director, Office of Industrial Personnel Access Authorization Review, May 
12, 1966, Box 17, Folder 6, FEK Papers.  
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With the end of picketing and the realization that the case of Bruce Scott alone 
would not catalyze widespread changes in federal policy, Kameny returned to the 
original purpose of his Society, the manufacture of test cases against the federal 
government. With the increasing support of the national ACLU, Kameny and his co-
counsel, Barbara Gittings, turned their energies to the defense of gay employees 
facing the revocation of their security clearances. After defending their clients 
through the administrative appeals process, they planned to hand the cases to the 
NCACLU so that the attorneys could file a series of lawsuits. Because the Pentagon 
primarily relied on the national security rationale—over the immorality logic of the 
Civil Service Commission—the amateur attorneys increasingly emphasized the 
openness of their homosexual clients. In turn, the media, spurred by a society and 
political environment newly preoccupied with the concept of privacy, disseminated 
the rise of a new generation of Proud Plaintiffs.  
Assured that the ACLU would support the effort, Kameny attempted to initiate 
a nationwide legal fight against the federal government, this time at all of its levels—
not just against the purges, but also against police raids and entrapment cases. Despite 
the publicity surrounding his own cases, he still found resistance; homosexuals 
remained fearful of fighting back in the courts. In this context, after watching the rise 
of Black Power and “Black is Beautiful” as psychological antidotes to the African-
American minority’s own self-doubt, Kameny translated his arguments of gay 
pride—once contained in legal arguments and then made as assertions of health—into 
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a more enduring, more explicit phrase: “Gay is Good.”6 
The respectability that had long been attached to and in tension with that 
assertion reached an inevitable breaking point. In the aftermath of the Stonewall 
Riots, a new generation of activists—including those within the MSW—refused to 
buttress their public claims of morality with respectability, the aesthetic of morality. 
The rise of the Gay Liberation Front was, in essence, an embodiment of what Kameny 
and his Society had been claiming since 1961, and the radicals’ claims of “Gay is 
Good” and emphasis on coming out were anything but novel. What distinguished 
“Gay Liberation,” this chapter concludes, was the shedding of respectability and, with 
that riddance, the mass appeal that followed. 
As respectability died, so did the homophile movement, and historians have 
invariably conflated those two phenomena. But in Washington, the militancy of Gay 
Power had permeated the Society nearly a year before Stonewall, and Kameny failed 
to dispel its rise. He allowed his Society to become eclipsed by other organizations 
not simply because he was out of step with a new generation of activists, but because 
the Society had served its purpose. At last, with an ACLU committed to the civil 
liberties of homosexuals, and with an abundance of plaintiffs willing to fight his war, 
Kameny allowed his Society to die. In its place grew a purer proclamation, stripped of 
the once-necessary, now-contradictory concept of respectability, of what he had long 
been claiming: gay pride. 
 
 
6 See “Resolution Passed by the N.A.C.H.O., August 1968,” Box 1, Folder 16, MSNY Papers.  
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I. The Pentagon Cases 
 
On January 21, 1967, David H. Henretta, Jr., the military examiner assigned to 
the case of Donald Crawford, received a package from Dr. Frank Kameny and his co-
counsel, Ms. Barbara Gittings. Inside was a gift and an accompanying letter. “We 
formally request, hereby, that before the Field Board Hearing in the above-captioned 
case, you have read the enclosed book: The Trial, by Franz Kafka”7 
In 1958, Barbara Gittings had become the founding president of the New York 
chapter of the Daughters of Bilitis (DOB). While working as a mimeograph operator 
in an architectural firm, she spent nearly every weekend commuting from 
Philadelphia to New York, where she built the East Coast’s first lesbian organization.8 
Between 1962 and 1966, Gittings edited the DOB’s publication, The Ladder, 
transforming it into a militant publication that promoted Kameny’s tactics of lawsuits 
and direct action. After the DOB’s leadership fired her (the Ladder had become too 
militant), she had more time on her hands, and she agreed to join Kameny’s fight 
against the Pentagon.9 
For months, Kameny and Gittings had been preparing to represent Crawford 
in his upcoming Defense Department hearing, meant to determine whether the 
illustrator would be allowed to retain his Top Secret clearance. The duo planned to 
 
7 FEK to David H. Henretta, Jr., January 21, 1967, Box 17, Folder 6, FEK Papers.  
 






represent him only until they appealed to the highest levels of the military; then, they 
would hand Crawford’s case to the NCACLU. “We are hopeful, through this and 
other means, of eliciting well-based test cases, in large number, utterly to destroy—or 
at least dramatically to modify…present policies in regard to the denial of security 
clearances to those who do not conform to the mass, in sexual practice,” explained 
Kameny.10 Indeed, if the case of Bruce Scott taught them anything, the government’s 
gay purges would not end with a single plaintiff, a barrage of pickets, or even direct 
lobbying. By providing the NCACLU with cases already shepherded through the 
administrative stages and ready for lawsuits, they could scale their war dramatically 
in size. 
As amateur attorneys, they knew they were unlikely to win at the 
administrative level. But just as Kameny hoped to educate the Supreme Court with his 
1961 brief, perhaps they could educate the Pentagon officials before handing the case, 
if they failed, to the NCACLU.11 “We are busily honing our already-razor-sharp 
intellectual claws,” Kameny and Gittings warned.12 
At 10 AM, on Thursday, February 24, Frank Kameny, Barbara Gittings, and 
Donald Crawford walked into the Munitions Building, a deteriorating World War I 
era office building next to the Lincoln Memorial. They proceeded to Room 4245, 
where the homosexuals met five government employees, including three attorneys for 
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the Department of Defense; the Examiner, David Henretta; and a stenographer, there 
to transcribe the entire proceeding.13 
The security clearance system, argued Kameny, was an “exercise in the subtle, 
and often the flagrant and shameless, imposition of conformity and the suppression of 
dissent in matters of conduct, ideas, morality.” Because it was based on morality and 
religious precepts, it was unconstitutional.14 
He explained his hopes of using the case as an opportunity to educate the 
officials, “ignorant, in a formal sense, of the social and human realities in which their 
detached, ivory-tower law is immersed.” But he and Gittings did intend to win the 
case for Crawford. If they lost, he warned, they would appeal it up until the Supreme 
Court. “Let there be no doubt that it will end up there if decisions below are 
unfavorable to us.” At 3:10 PM, after nearly two full days of testimony, the hearing 
concluded.15  
The Society, meanwhile, was stagnating. Though the organization had an 
office, it had few tangible successes in the winter of 1966-1967. In January, Kameny 
again lost his campaign for president to Jon Swanson, but he remained on the MSW 
board.16 He faithfully attended its meetings and those of the ACLU board, but other 
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homophile groups began wondering why nothing was happening in Washington.17 
Kameny continued to focus on the courts. On May 22, the Supreme Court 
ruled in Boutilier v. Immigration and Naturalization Service. For the first time, the 
Supreme Court considered the arguments of Frank Kameny. In February, Kameny 
wrote to Boutilier’s attorney, immigration expert Blanch Freedman, with a 
suggestion. The government, in attempting to deport Boutilier, was arguing he 
suffered from a psychopathic homosexual condition, explained Kameny. Yet 
Chairman Macy, in his letter to the Society, denied the existence of homosexuality at 
all. The government was contradicting itself. Freedman included the argument in her 
brief for Boutilier.18 On May 22, in a 6-3 decision, the Court ruled against Boutilier. 
 
17 Richard Inman to Lilli Vincenz, October 1, 1966, Box 18, Folder 1, Vincenz Papers. MSW charter 
member Jack Nichols, however, organized a meeting of the Society’s religious spin-off organization, 
the Washington Area Council on Religion and the Homosexual. The homosexuals and their allies in 
the clergy discussed recent events, including an October 1966 seminar organized by the ecumenical 
National Council of Churches of Christ. Approximately forty attended that church-led conference, held 
in White Plains, New York, including psychiatrists, attorneys, and three homosexuals: Kameny, 
Gittings, and Leitsch. While Kameny denounced the “basic immorality” or the government’s policies 
toward homosexuals, Gittings spoke on the morality of homosexuality itself. While the American 
government behaved immorally, homosexuals knew they had the “moral right” to be homosexual, she 
argued. The homosexuals, confident in their moral rectitude and authority, were welcoming the clergy 
into their proto-liberationist world, and the clergy were willing to enter it. In Washington, despite low 
turnout at Nichols’s meetings, the ministers were especially interested in one event, a tour of the 
Capital’s gay bars. Nichols planned an official tour of gay Washington for May 18th, allowing the 
ministers could see the men of the Chicken Hut for themselves. It is unclear whether the tour actually 
happened, but Lilli Vincenz resigned from Nichols’ Council on Religion and the Homosexual in June, 
citing the group’s inactivity. See Franklin E. Kameny, “National Council of Churches Sponsors Three-
Day Seminar on Homosexuality,” No Date, Box 126, Folder 6, FEK Papers; FEK to Barbara Gittings, 
No Date, Box 104, Folder 5, FEK Papers; “Membership Meeting,” May 8, 1967, Box 104, Folder 12, 
FEK Papers; Lily Hansen to Chairman, Washington Area Council of Religion and the Homosexual, 
June 1, 1967, Box 104, Folder 10, FEK Papers.  
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In 1952, when Congress passed the Immigration and Nationality Act, it clearly 
intended to exclude homosexuals when it barred those with a “psychopathic 
personality” from the country. Thus, the law applied to Boutilier, and he would be 
deported.19 
Six days after the homosexuals’ orderly July 4 picket, Kameny received the 
decision of the Examiner in the Crawford case. The Examiner began by quoting the 
from Webster’s dictionary: “Sexual perversion — n: activity (as sodomy, fellatio, 
bestiality) leading to complete gratification that is preferred by an adult to 
heterosexual coitus.”20 Crawford, wrote Henretta, had admitted to sexual perversion. 
He had broken Washington’s sodomy law. Though his acts may have not been 
committed notoriously, they were certainly disgraceful and immoral. Crawford’s 
greatest sin, however, was the fact that he continued engaging in homosexual activity 
despite “the overwhelming adverse effect his homosexual activities may have on all 
facets of his life.” Because he continued acting as a homosexual while knowing that 
such activity would harm him, Crawford demonstrated “extremely poor judgment 
over a long period of time from which would logically flow an interference of 
 
19 Kameny was not surprised: “Given Congress’ clear intent,” he wrote, “there was not much else that 
the Court could have done.” But the case still gave him hope. In a powerful dissent, Justices William 
Douglas and Abe Fortas criticized the term “psychopathic personality” as unconstitutionally vague. “A 
label of this kind when freely used may mean only an unpopular person,” they wrote. Moreover, it was 
unlikely for Congress to have intended to exclude all homosexuals from the country. After all, 
explained the justices (the same man who, as President Johnson’s attorney, cared for Walter Jenkins 
after his arrest less than three years earlier), it was “common knowledge that in this century 
homosexuals have risen high in our own public service—both in Congress and in the Executive 
Branch—and have served with distinction.” See Boutilier v. INS, 387 U.S. 118 (1967); FEK to Evander 
C. Smith, June 26, 1967, Box 6, Folder 14, Gittings Papers.  
 




unreliability and untrustworthiness.”21 
As for Crawford’s susceptibility to blackmail, even though he was willing to 
admit he was a homosexual—thus immunizing him from blackmail, as Kameny had 
argued—there were “no assurances that in the future he would be equally as willing to 
do so.” The psychiatric debate, moreover, was irrelevant. “The Examiner sees no 
reason to enter this thicket of differing medical opinion.” It was not consistent with 
the interest of the United States to grant Crawford a security clearance, ruled 
Henretta. The illustrator’s security clearance remained suspended.22 
"What a shabby, shoddy performance!" responded Kameny in his apoplectic 
demand for an appeal hearing. “It would appear that the Examiner, realizing that 1984 
is only 17 years away, has decided to implement our 'progress' toward the state of 
total conformity.” The determination, wrote Kameny, proved it was impossible for a 
homosexual American citizen to receive a fair hearing within the government. 
Kameny thus insisted that at least one member of the Appeal Board be an 
“acknowledged, current active homosexual(s)." Worst of all was Henretta’s assertion 
that engaging in homosexual activity—while knowing the consequences—indicated 
poor judgment. It was, Kameny argued, “tantamount to saying that the Jews in 
Germany, who were fed to ovens and gas chambers, were merely reaping the just 
consequences of the revelation of their extremely poor judgment over a long period of 








Saturday) which, after all, they KNEW - for over 10 years - was against prevailing 
German mores and official governmental policy, and would have an 'overwhelming 
adverse effect--on  all aspects of (their) life.’”23 
"For a Negro not to make maximum use of available skin-lightening creams 
and hair-straightening devices, and not to do his best to 'pass' as a white 'does indicate 
extremely poor judgment over a long period of time.’” What, Kameny asked, was the 
difference in this case?  The hearing was a farce, nothing more than a show trial with 
a foregone conclusion. The government had performed its ceremonies and rites; it had 
followed the script. But ultimately, it was all devoid of meaning. Henretta’s decision, 
concluded Kameny, would make Kafka proud.24 
On August 28, 1967, two investigators sat before 22-year-old Jeffrey Migota, 
a stenographer at the Internal Revenue Service, in a conference room. He was 
refusing to speak. 
“Don’t fight us,” said one of the investigators. “You can make it easier on 
yourself and us and save time and money by talking to us now.” 
“I refuse to talk without representation of Counsel,” said Migota. 
“Who is your Counsel?” 
“I refuse to say at present.” 
“Then I cannot let you leave this room,” continued the interrogator. “What are 
you trying to prove by not cooperating?” 
 
23 Franklin E. Kameny and Barbara Gittings, “Notice of Intent to Appeal From Examiner’s 





“I am not trying to prove anything, but I am a U.S. Citizen and a human 
being.” 
“Now you’re acting like one of those Hollywood sets.” 
Migota repeatedly asked the purpose of the interview, but the investigators 
responded with the same refrain—he would soon find out. 
Plus, the investigators kept reminding him, they had incriminating pictures of 
him.  
The stenographer repeatedly refused to answer. He was under strict orders 
from his counsel, Dr. Frank Kameny. Two days later, the IRS Chief of Employee 
Relations urged Migota to resign. The stenographer would leave with a clean record, 
promised the official. Plus, there were the pictures. They were in color. Did he really 
want those on the record? Migota had an idea of the photographs’ content. He had 
heard office rumors they showed a group of men dressed as women. “I’m glad they 
are in color,” he responded. “I don’t like black and white.”25 
Kameny wrote to the IRS Commissioner that day. "Let it be made quite clear: 
Mr. Migota is NOT going to resign!” he wrote. Migota was prepared to sue up until 
the Supreme Court. “We may well make a 'cause celebre' out of this, if you push us,” 
warned Kameny.26 
If Migota ultimately decided to sue, he would have a much stronger ally than 
Frank Kameny alone. Eight years earlier, when the astronomer filed his own suit, the 
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ACLU stood by its 1957 policy washing its hands of the homosexual issue. The 
government’s purges, the Union stated, were constitutionally valid.27 On August 31, 
the day after Migota’s refusal to resign, the national ACLU formally revised its policy 
on homosexuality. Layered on top of the NCACLU’s 1964 policy was a new 
emphasis on privacy. “The right of privacy should extend to all private sexual 
conduct, heterosexual or homosexual, of consenting adults,” it began. Harassment of 
gay bars violated the freedom of assembly; police entrapment and the use of peep 
holes in restrooms were “reprehensible.”28 
As for the purges, they were “discriminatory, unfair, and illogical.” One 
needed to look no further than the Douglas-Fortas dissent in that year’s Boutilier 
decision, which stated that “homosexuals have risen high in our own public 
service…” The threat of blackmail, in an echo of Kameny’s own arguments, was the 
result of the government’s own exclusionary policies. If gay employees did not fear 
losing their jobs, how could they be subject to blackmail?29 
The NCACLU’s policy statement ended with a caveat. “Conceivably in 
certain jobs,” it concluded, “there may be a relevancy between that job and a person’s 
private sexual conduct, including homosexuality.” The national ACLU office 
immediately forwarded the statement to Kameny and Gittings, requesting their 
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feedback.30 “In what conceivable jobs could homosexuality, or a person's private 
sexual conduct, generally, legitimately be a factor?” responded Kameny. “I can think 
of none."31 
Earlier that summer, 32-year-old Benning Wentworth, a Technical Aide at 
Bell Telephone Labs in New Jersey, received a letter from the Defense Department. 
“Available evidence indicates sexual perversion on your part,” it read. “For 
approximately 21 months within the period 1962 to 1965, you engaged in numerous 
perverted acts of a homosexual nature with one John Jerry Gaffney.” The government 
made no claims about his psychiatric status, but his homosexual activity still made 
him susceptible to “coercion, influence, or pressure.” The Pentagon therefore 
proposed to revoke his security clearance.32  
Wentworth was a MSNY member, and when he turned to its officers for help, 
they pointed him to Kameny and Gittings, who were, at that very moment, developing 
a new Pentagon strategy after the Crawford fiasco. Yes, Wentworth told them, he was 
willing to tell the world he was a homosexual.33 
Even if Wentworth had engaged in homosexual activity with a young man, he 
was not, Kameny and Gittings argued, susceptible to blackmail. To prove this 
assertion, his counselors made a request to open his hearing to both the public and the 
 
30 See Alan Reitman to Barbara Gittings, August 29, 1967, Box 78, Folder 10, Gittings Papers.  
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33 Will Lissner, "Homosexual Fights Rule in Security Clearance,” The New York Times, November 26, 
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press. "The Department of Defense has objected to publicity, not I,” wrote 
Wentworth. "I feel that it is absolutely necessary to take measures to quash this 
allegation against me (of submission to blackmail, etc.) once and for all, and forever, 
beyond any reasonable possibility of resurrection at any time whatever." He attached 
a draft of a press release that would be distributed once the hearing date was 
solidified.34 
The pivot to publicity was a two-pronged attack on the Department’s purges. 
First, it proved Wentworth had nothing to fear. If the world knew he was homosexual, 
how could he possibly be blackmailed? Second, if successful, the tactic would draw 
public attention to the blatant invasions of privacy taking place in the Pentagon. In a 
post-Griswold America, rationalized Kameny, the purges could not continue for long. 
Five days before the hearing, Kameny and Gittings mailed their press release 
to nearly 100 outlets, with one paragraph emphasized. “REPRESENTATIVES OF 
THE PRESS, RADIO, AND TELEVISION ARE INVITED BY MR. 
WENTWORTH, AND ARE WELCOME TO ATTEND, TO REPORT ON, AND TO 
BROADCAST THE HEARING. THE GENERAL PUBLIC IS ALSO INVITED,” it 
said.35 
Kameny, Gittings, and Wentworth arrived at the hearing room shortly before 
10 AM on Friday, November 24. Two reporters—one from the Associated Press, one 
from the New York Times—met them there. Despite Kameny’s promises, the 
 
34 Benning Wentworth, “Statement in Reply to Statement of Reasons,” June 22, 1967, Box 37, Folder 
4, FEK Papers.  
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Department of Defense officials did not allow the reporters into the hearing itself. The 
reporters could only speak to Wentworth for his side of the story, and they took 
several photographs of the publicly avowed homosexual. The Associated Press 
reporter, meanwhile, said he would wait outside the hearing room until it was over.36 
Kameny’s anti-blackmail publicity plan was working. The Associated Press 
and Times reporters waited for the entire hearing to hear what happened, and 
afterwards, Kameny gloated about his success in fighting the government’s “fishing 
expedition.” The next day, the AP wire contained the story, titled “Homosexual Seeks 
to Save Security Role.” For the first time, it reported, a security clearance holder was 
admitting his homosexuality to argue he was immune to the threat of blackmail.37 
Homosexuals across the country learned Benning Wentworth’s name. The AP 
story appeared in no fewer than ten newspapers that Saturday, traveling as far as 
Chicago, Des Moines, Tampa, and Phoenix.38 On Sunday, the Times released its own 
story, which chronicled Wentworth’s side of the story.39 The next day, Kameny 
forwarded the article to Examiner Waldman, moving to submit it as evidence. He 
submitted an affidavit swearing he and Gittings sent 102 press releases, too. If 
Wentworth’s family or his employers did not know he was a homosexual, they would 
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learn soon enough.40 
When Wentworth returned to work that week, he experienced something 
peculiar. He overheard remarks, positive ones, about his fight against the government. 
And, remarkably, his coworkers seemed to be going out of their way to behave 
kindly.41 Two of his family members wrote to him that week, too. “I read about your 
difficulty with the government in yesterdays N.Y. Times,” wrote his Aunt Philena. “I 
am so proud of you to be fighting it.”42 
“Benning, dear,” wrote his mother, “Good luck in all you must go thru! You 
are intelligent and able.” Kameny submitted the letters, plus an affidavit describing 
his post-Times workplace experience, as further evidence for Waldman’s 
consideration. How could Wentworth, known to the entire country as a homosexual, 
possibly be the victim of blackmail?43 
Kameny and Gittings’ new publicity strategy raised one last possibility. They 
hoped other security clearance holders, after learning of Wentworth’s fight, would 
feel compelled to fight the government in the same manner. The day after the Times 
article, the MSW received its first letter from a professional attorney, requesting 
guidance from the organization of homosexuals as he represented his homosexual 
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client in a nearly identical case.44 That week, Barry Farber asked Kameny and 
Gittings to appear for two hours on his late-night radio show, to speak on security 
clearances for homosexuals. The program broadcasted in 38 states that December. 
Among its listeners, as they later admitted, were William J. Scanlon, the Deputy 
Director of the Industrial Security Clearance Review Office, and Eugene F. Back, the 
Department of Defense attorney.45 
On December 4, Kameny headlined the first public event of Columbia 
University’s Student Homophile League. Speaking before a standing-room-only 
audience of 350 students in the University’s mammoth, neoclassical Butler Library, 
he explained the plight of his minority and asserted homosexuality was no illness. 
“Homosexuality was once a sin, but sin is no longer fashionable,” he said. “Now we 
have become sick.”46 
When he finished, the lecture hall erupted in applause.47 from the podium, 
Kameny may have seen his mother, Rae, clapping for her son. She had journeyed 
from Queens to Morningside Heights to support him.48 Frank Kameny’s student 
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protégé, Bob Martin, was there, too, exposing himself to his peers as a homosexual—
no longer hiding behind the pseudonym “Stephen Donaldson”—for the first time.49 
And when it came time for questions, Kameny witnessed something he had never 
seen before. When students stood to ask him questions from the audience, many of 
them admitted that they, too, were homosexuals.50 
 
II. Pride as a Psychological Antidote 
 
One week later, Kameny received the Defense Department’s decision in the 
case of Benning Wentworth. The Examiner acknowledged that Wentworth had 
admitted his homosexuality to the New York Times and the rest of the world. Such an 
admission, however, was not enough. "He did not also publicize the uncontroverted 
and established facts that he had solicited a high school boy to his apartment who he 
knew to be a homosexual, but that this particular one didn't appeal to him, sexually," 
wrote Waldman. "Thus the Applicant has not been prone to reveal more about his 
sexual propensities than convenient to him." Benning Wentworth was therefore 
susceptible to coercion, influence, or pressure from foreign powers. It did not serve 
the national interest to grant him a security clearance.51 
Kameny understood the absurdity of the logic. The Pentagon had banned the 
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press and tape recorders from the hearing room--it had made it impossible for the 
world to even hear the allegations--yet now it was blaming Wentworth for not 
disclosing those same allegations. It was impossible to win. As the homosexuals 
contemplated the conundrum, they looked to Senator Sam Ervin of North Carolina. 
That spring, Ervin was still pushing his bill of rights for federal employees by 
exposing governmental invasions of privacy. Kameny noticed one particularly 
compelling article in the Star, which reported that the Pentagon was asking female 
heterosexual security clearance holders a series of inappropriate questions, and Ervin 
exposed them. Have you participated in political demonstrations? Have you ever had 
an abortion? Do you take birth control? Does your boyfriend visit often?52 
Homosexuals, concluded Kameny, could similarly publicize the inappropriate 
questions, allegations, and innuendos that they were facing. The public could then see 
that the Defense Department--rather than the homosexual clearance holder--was 
guilty of obscenity.53 
In May 1968, Kameny lost his job, and with more time on his hands, he began 
policing the movement and propagating his brand of legal militancy. When the West 
Side Discussion Group in New York publicized a discussion about the views of 
psychiatrists and novelists on homosexuality, he berated them for not discussing the 
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views of homosexuals on homosexuality, instead. “When are we going to gain enough 
confidence in ourselves as meaningful human beings to realize that WE—alone—are 
THE authorities upon homosexuality?!”54 
When the Mattachine Midwest reported on a new series of police raids--the 
patrons' arrests were ultimately dismissed--he urged them to take action. “Why has no 
affirmative counter-action been taken by Mattachine Midwest? EVERY TIME A 
DISMISSAL OF CHARGES OR AN ACQUITTAL IS OBTAINED IN CASES 
SUCH AS THESE, CHARGES SHOULD BE BROUGHT AGAINST THE 
POLICE," he wrote. "Counterattack! That is what you exist for."55 
When the editors of the Advocate, a new homophile publication in Los 
Angeles, responded that some arrest victims could not afford the publicity of a trial--
they had jobs to maintain--the unemployed astronomer replied with loftiness. “As one 
who indeed has starved," he wrote, "I feel that I have earned the right to say that if 
you truly believe in a principle it is well worth it." 
"The closet is getting stuffy; it’s time that we get out and began to enjoy the 
fresh air, the sunshine, the freedom and the exposure. It really isn’t that bad. I know. 
It’s a pity that a few more people don’t ‘take the plunge’; the water’s fine when you 
get in. I’ve tried it."56 
As Kameny became increasingly frustrated with the paralyzing fear that 
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prevented homosexuals from fighting alongside him, Kameny heard a phrase that 
gave him an idea. Since 1966, Black Power had become more than a purely political 
or economic concept. In his 1967 book, Stokely Carmichael defined it as "a call for 
black people in this country to unite to recognize their heritage, to build a sense of 
community." Black Power meant black people leading their own organizations, 
defining their own goals, and not sacrificing that power to whites. It meant 
demanding dignity, not begging for it. It became a matter of identity and pride.57 
To gain this power, to believe that such power was attainable or even logical, 
black Americans had to resist a society that insisted blackness--black humans, black 
citizens, black minds, black noses, black hair--was inferior to whiteness. Indeed, how 
could black Americans demand anything if, deep in their unconscious, they felt 
lesser? 
In May 1968, seven hundred black students in Newark chanted the phrase 
during a boycott of the city's high schools: black is beautiful.58 On Maryland's Eastern 
Shore, black college students gained an unprecedented meeting with Governor Spiro 
Agnew after they marched against local discrimination with signs that included not 
just "Equality" and "We Shall Overcome," but also "Black is Beautiful."59 
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Frank Kameny heard the students chanting the phrase on television.60 Here is 
a minority, he realized, that is actively fighting the suffocating feeling of inferiority 
thrust upon them by American society, thus allowing them to mobilize, to fight. It 
was this same feeling of inferiority that prevented homosexuals from joining his battle 
in America’s courts, from leading their own organizations, from believing they were 
perfectly healthy, and from coming out of the closet. This "negativism," he explained 
to Gittings, saturated "every approach to the matter which one is likely to find, and 
colors initial assumptions, logic and reasoning, and final conclusions." In essence, 
self-negativity was the confounding variable--the hidden root cause--behind the 
homosexual's inability to fight.61 
If African Americans had a phrase that combatted a language and culture that 
equated blackness with bad, evil, and ugly, gay Americans needed their own phrase, 
one that counteracted the association of homosexuality with bad, sick, and immoral. 
The word "homosexual" did not roll of the tongue, and the word "gay" was still an in-
group term (in speeches before heterosexuals, Kameny still had to define it). He did 
not want a phrase--like "power"--that suggested a sense of superiority, for he wanted 
it to speak to heterosexuals, too. After pondering his options, Kameny settled on a 
solution: Gay is Good.62 
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He knew the phrase was bland, but more importantly, it was broad. Not only 
did "good" connote a positive condition, but unlike other options--Gay is Great, Gay 
is Grand--it also connoted a moral condition (e.g., performing good deeds). The 
phrase served as a condensed manifestation of the novel legal argument he had 
developed seven years earlier.63 "Petitioner asserts, flatly, unequivocally, and 
absolutely uncompromisingly, that homosexuality, whether by mere inclination or by 
overt act, is not only not immoral, but that for those choosing voluntarily to engage in 
homosexual acts, such acts are moral in a real and positive sense, and are good, right, 
and desirable, socially and personally,” he had written.64 The phrase was nothing new. 
In 1962, Dick Schlegel chided Kameny for writing a Supreme Court brief "long on 
emotion but short on law.”65 In 1968, as the laws remained stubbornly oppressive 
despite an increasingly open and militant America, perhaps homosexuals were finally 
ready to announce that emotion, pride. 
On July 4, at Philadelphia's Independence Hall, Kameny marched in his tenth 
picket line of homosexuals. Yet again, there had been controversy over the dress 
code. In mid-June, Kameny was dismayed to read, in MSNY's newsletter, "MSNY is 
NOT enforcing the jacket and tie rule."66 Kameny protested immediately to the 
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MSNY's newly-elected president, Ed Trust. “I feel that you are badly misinforming 
your members and others," he wrote. "The jacket and tie rule WILL be enforced for 
ANY and EVERY male participating in that demonstration.”67 Kameny admitted to 
Craig Rodwell that he was "giving thought to possible revisions" of the rules, but for 
now, because the Eastern Regional Conference of Homophile Organizations 
(ERCHO) delegates had voted overwhelmingly for the dress code, a dress code there 
would be.68 
"While we are in general agreement with the principle of good grooming and 
appearance," responded Trust, "we do not feel that a strict jacket and tie policy will 
present a realistic picture of the average homosexual nor will it encourage attendance 
on the part of our members.” Trust informed Kameny that the MSNY had applied for 
its own demonstration permit. His organization would picket separately from the other 
groups. “Please do not consider this as a rebuff or a ‘holier-than-thou’ attitude," added 
Trust, "but as Polonius says to Laertes, 'To thine own self be true.'"69 
On July 4, however, the seventy-five homosexual picketers--including those 
from the MSNY--picketed together, and to Kameny's satisfaction, the men wore suits. 
The women--including Barbara Gittings, Lilli Vincenz, and Eva Freund--wore 
dresses.70 Yes, gay was good. But if homosexuals were to convince heterosexuals of 
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that fact, they needed to project a certain type of gay. It was a matter of image, of 
strategy. The day before the picket, after Kameny read an item in the Mattachine 
Midwest newsletter advising homosexuals to refrain from admitting their condition to 
the military, he wrote a scathing response. "I think it's time that we started saying 
'Gay is Good', and following through on the positive assertion of that and all of that 
goes with it, instead of Mr. D.S.'s 'respectable', frightened, retiring negativism," he 
said.71 
The very next day, however, respectability was exactly what Kameny 
demanded. It may have been a product of his obsession with order and uniformity. 
The picketers' signs were to be exactly twenty-two by twenty-eight inches. The 
messages were to be identical on each side. Each placard was to be attached to its 
wooden post with exactly five staples, totaling ten per sign.72 Suit and tie ensured 
everyone looked the same. The dress code ensured his rule, his power over the mood 
and aesthetic of the demonstration, remained intact. Yes, gay was good. But the dress 
code also suggested only a certain type of gay was good: the masculine man in a suit 
and tie, the feminine woman in a dress. They looked like lawyers, not drag queens. 
And at this demonstration, the homosexuals were invariably white. 
Lilli Vincenz brought her video camera. Kameny, wearing an "Equality for 
Homosexuals" button and a handwritten "SPOKESMAN" badge, spoke to reporters 
and compared the homosexual's plight to that of the African American minority. "It's 
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gathering momentum," added Gittings, while handing out flyers to spectators. "A 
movement like this takes time." As the homosexuals were preparing to leave, they 
heard the sound of a bugle. A melancholy rendition of "Taps" played on the outdoor 
loudspeakers. The well-dressed homosexuals stopped and solemnly stood, 
motionless--their signs upside down, resting against the ground--in respect of the 
military and their country.73 
After the march, Clark Polak hosted a drinks reception for the picketers in his 
DRUM magazine warehouse, where the publisher stored his semi-pornographic 
homosexual publications. As the marchers celebrated their fourth successful 
Independence Day demonstration, they did so surrounded by thousands of images of 
naked men.74 
One month later, on Monday, August 12, twenty-three accredited delegates--
representing fourteen organizations--met at The Trip restaurant in downtown Chicago 
for the 1968 meeting of the North American Conference of Homophile Organizations 
(NACHO).75 A gay restaurant, The Trip had been shut down because of a suspended 
liquor license; the owners allowed the activists to use the premises in the meantime.76 
Once again, their chairman was Reverend Robert Cromey, the straight and 
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married father of three.77 For three days, they met in committees on Unity, Finance, 
Politics, and Legal matters.78 
Following his urgings in his summer of unemployment, the delegates passed 
the Legal Committee’s motion “that the strongest attention should be given to the 
creation, indeed the manufacture, of test cases, in the hope of advancing the above 
listed goals through court decisions.”79 
At 3:30 PM Saturday, Kameny won his greatest victory of the conference. He 
moved that the delegates adopt a resolution, which Gittings seconded:  
BECAUSE homosexuals suffered from “diminished self-esteem, doubts and 
uncertainties as to their personal worth,” and 
BECAUSE homosexuals “are in need of psychological sustenance to bolster 
and to support a positive and affirmative attitude toward themselves and their 
homosexuality,” and 
BECAUSE it was a function of NACHO to “replace a wishy-washy 
negativism toward homosexuality with a firm, no-nonsense positivism, to attempt to 
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establish in the homosexual community and its members feelings of pride, self-
esteem, self-confidence, and self-worth, in being the homosexuals that they are and 
have a moral right to be (these feelings being essential to true human dignity), and 
BECAUSE “the Negro community has approached similar problems and goals 
with some success by the adoption of the motto or slogan: Black is Beautiful 
RESOLVED: 
That it is hereby adopted as a slogan or motto for the N.A.C.H.O. that: 
 
GAY IS GOOD 
 
and that this be given the widest plausible circulation in both the homosexual 
and heterosexual communities.” 
Only two years after the delegates had refused, at their first national 
conference in Kansas City, to affirm that homosexuality was not a sickness, the 
delegates unanimously passed Kameny’s Gay is Good resolution.80 
The delegates then adopted another Kameny resolution, declaring that 
homosexuals had the “moral right to be a homosexual,” free of “arrogant and insolent 
pressures to convert to the prevailing heterosexuality, and free of penalty, disability or 
disadvantage of any kind, public or private, official or unofficial for his non-
conformity.”81 
 





By 1968, the declaration of “Gay is Good” was relatively moderate proposal. 
Indeed, the delegates discussed other resolutions—proposals that never made it into 
the official minutes—that were either too conservative or too radical. On one end, 
they discussed a resolution to condemn sexual activity in restrooms, known as “T-
room sex,” thus emphasizing that the respectable NACHO homosexuals had no 
connection to those who engaged in illicit bathroom activity.82 On the other end, the 
delegates discussed whether to chain themselves to the desks of CSC Chairman Macy 
and the Pentagon’s Director for Security Policy, occupying their offices.83 The 
delegates tabled both ideas.84 
The conference ended on a sour note. Two leaders from San Francisco’s 
Society for Individuals Rights complained that the conference, once again, had failed 
to adopt a concrete “action program.” The SIR, the largest homophile group in 
America, stated they were not likely to return the following year. 
Kameny, however, told delegates there had been accomplishments, like the 
ideological proclamation that “Gay is Good,” the decision to create test cases, and the 
discussion of strategy. Those less tangible successes mattered, he argued, and in the 
months following the conference, he saw their effects.85 
The media, despite Kameny’s worries, did not completely ignore the 
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conference. In August, the Times reported on the conference.86 The San Francisco 
Examiner quoted one young delegate, “Stephen Donaldson,” applauding the lack of 
discrimination at Columbia University. “You can be proud of the person you are,” he 
said. “I’m very encouraged and I think that as my generation matures and takes over 
the society this attitude will predominate in America.”87 Meanwhile, in an August 
edition of Home Furnishings Daily, the trade publication’s “FYI” section contained a 
small item on the most newsworthy of the delegates’ actions. “Gay is Good: You read 
it here first,” it reported.88  
News of the slogan spread across the homophile movement. Movement 
veteran Randy Wicker, for one, disliked it. “The ‘Gay is Good’ slogan is not nearly as 
good as ‘Black is Beautiful’ simply because it soft sells rather than puts the idea over 
with a punch,” he told Kameny. “It’s so wishy washy, I’m afraid I’ll let my 
competitor on the West Coast distribute it.”89 
But when MSW member Eva Freund heard the slogan, it was her “wild 
impulse, upon first hearing it, to giggle somewhat hysterically,” she wrote of herself 
in the Insider. “She sobered completely after contemplating the immense change in 
laws, attitudes, social mores, religious thinking—the whole fabric of American 
prejudice—implied in that single statement.”90 
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At 9 AM on September 9, 1968, two Defense Department guards kept a 
watchful eye on Frank Kameny and Barbara Gittings as they conducted another news 
conference in the hallway outside Room 3D-282 of the Pentagon.91 At least two 
reporters attended after receiving their press release, which called for the firing of 
Wentworth’s Pentagon examiner and urged “the strongest possible of pressures be 
brought by the communications media and by the public-at-large upon the Defense 
Department” to allow attendance at the hearing.92 
During the hearing, speaking before a panel of three Pentagon officials—two 
of them had served at the Crawford hearing, too—Kameny reiterated his case. The 
publicity surrounding Wentworth’s last hearing had made him a national hero. His 
family and co-workers had seen the articles, and yet, they accepted him. Wentworth 
had even just received a pay raise.93 After only five hours, the hearing concluded.94 
Two days later, the United States Court of Appeals, District of Columbia 
Circuit released its decision in Scott II. The CSC's renewed efforts to bar Scott from 
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CSC had first claimed it denied Scott's eligibility because of "immoral conduct," yet 
now its attorneys cited only his refusal to answer questions about his sexuality. How, 
asked Judge McGowan, was Scott to answer questions of "intensely private and 
personal nature" if he did not know how the government would assess his answers? 
Judge McGowan, joined in his opinion by Judge Bazelon, also tore apart Chairman 
Macy's 1966 letter to the MSW, which the government had submitted as an 
explanation of its policies. "The statement has its full share of seeming anomalies and 
contradictions," wrote McGowan. "Qualification for federal employment thus appears 
to turn not upon whether one is a law violator but whether one gets caught." The 
judges admitted public policy on the matter was in a "state of flux," and they called 
for a "clear policy line to the demarcation of appropriate disclosure requirements."95 
"I am not sure I grasp the meaning of this," wrote Judge Warren Burger in his 
dissent. "Do my colleagues now decide sub silentio that the government must employ 
sex deviates or that the efficiency of public service is promoted by doing so?" And 
what about the disposition of Bruce Scott? In the last line of his opinion, he asked, 
"What is the solution if the Commission flatly refuses to employ him?"96 Scott, 
despite the purported victory, was left pessimistic by its vagueness. The CSC, he 
wrote to David Carliner, was "free to try a third time to bar me from the eligible 
registers for which I have otherwise qualified."97 
 




97 Bruce Scott to David Carliner, September 1968, Box 9, Folder 5, FEK Papers.  
 
 315 
That month, Kameny also received the Appeal Board's determination in 
Crawford's case. “Of course, homosexuality, per se, is not proscribed," began the 
Appeal Board. However, “applicant’s conduct, of the nature herein alleged, is 
criminal, immoral and notoriously disgraceful, and is sexually perverted.” 
“It is abundantly clear that the applicant does not propose to correct his errors, 
notwithstanding their having been pointed out to him, but will continue to attempt to 
rationalize them away, contrary to any normal sense of responsibility to comply with 
the law and society’s right to rely thereon.” When it came to blackmail, Crawford's 
admissions to the world actually accentuated the risk "by identifying him as a 
possible target for efforts designed to acquire classified information in an improper 
manner." 98 
But the determination contained a glimmer of hope. One of the three Appeal 
Board members, though he agreed Crawford did not deserve a security clearance, 
dissented on the blackmail matter. When he heard Crawford declare, “I have no 
feeling of shame, fear, guilt, wrongdoing,” this Examiner believed him. “I do not 
believe on the information of record in this case that the applicant could be coerced or 
pressured," he concluded.99 
On October 26, Society members received an invitation. 
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The relationship between the two organizations was stronger than ever 
before.100 After Kameny and Gittings represented homosexuals in the administrative 
stages of their fights against the Pentagon, they would hand the cases over to the real 
lawyers of the NCACLU. Crawford and Wentworth would move from the halls of the 
Pentagon to the halls of America's judicial system. 
Kameny continued to attend meetings of the NCACLU's Subcommittee on 
Discrimination, and in September, the Subcommittee met to discuss the use of " non-
legalistic tools" to fight security clearance cases.101 By the end of the meeting, 
Kameny had convinced the attorneys that the press release method--publicly declaring 
one's homosexuality--was "exceedingly effective," as it concluded in a report. The 
attorneys agreed that since there was "an overlap in both areas of interest and 
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personnel, between the Committee and the Society, closer cooperation would seem to 
be reasonable.”102 
And since there existed so much overlap between the two organizations, it 
made sense for the NCACLU and the MSW to raise funds together. In August, 
Kameny proposed co-sponsoring a cocktail party with the NCACLU. The Executive 
Board established an ad hoc committee, chaired by Eva Freund, to explore the 
possibility.103 
Freund wrote to members in early October, explaining the purpose of the 
event was "to give ACLU an opportunity to recruit new members, thereby enabling 
them to have more money to provide us with more lawyers enabling us to get closer 
to being first class citizens.” In early 1969, the NCACLU would return the favor. The 
Society would be able to talk about its cause and recruit members from within the 
ranks of the NCACLU.104 
That night, at the Parkside Hotel, the attorneys explained everything the 
NCACLU was doing for the homosexuals, like the Scott case, the Dowdy affair, their 
assistance in the security clearance hearings. And the homosexuals were grateful. As 
Clark Polak explained to the Wall Street Journal earlier that year, "Volunteer 
heterosexual lawyers are the backbone of our movement. It’s very similar to the early 
 
102 Franklin E. Kameny, “Government Employment Committee, Subcommittee on Discrimination, 
Homosexuality,” Box 75, Folder 6, FEK Papers.  
 






days of the civil rights movement when the strongest supporters were the whites.”105 
Not only did the attorneys support the homosexuals in their legal battles, but 
they listened to their advice, too. A few months after the cocktail reception, chapters 
across the country received the news in the ACLU's national bulletin. The 
Washington ACLU affiliate was urging attorneys to use publicity in their homosexual 
cases against the federal government, it reported. Attorneys across the country should 
encourage their clients not only to fight the government, but to do so as openly gay 
American citizens.106 
Eva Freund, meanwhile, worried about an MSW in decline, ignored by its 
president as he focused on his security clearance cases. A young lesbian woman from 
New Jersey, Freund worked as a government statistician and joined the MSW in 
1964. She marched at the White House and in Philadelphia, and she soon grew to 
respect Kameny.107 But as the MSW’s treasurer, she saw the Society collect only 
$420 in dues throughout all of 1968--a decrease from 1967, John Swanson's last year 
as president--and a net loss of $216.108 Only a year after Freund urged the Society's 
membership to reinstate Kameny as president, she decided to run against him. But on 
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January 9, 1969, Kameny managed to win re-election. Freund would continue as 
MSW's treasurer.109 
These internal MSW troubles did not dissuade the NCACLU from supporting 
the homosexuals. At 11 AM on March 25, 1969, Kameny stood before reporters in 
the Press Room of the Hotel Washington. He stood beside Barbara Gittings, 
representing NACHO, Susan Clark, MSW's vice president, and Richard Schaefers, 
also representing the Society.110 "Ladies and Gentlemen," Kameny began, "the 
American Civil Liberties Union this morning filed suit in the Federal District 
Court.”111 
The case of Jeffrey Migota, the drag queen dismissed from his IRS, had given 
Kameny and the NCACLU an idea. The IRS had alleged that Migota had maintained 
associations with individuals engaged in "illegal, immoral, or reprehensible" 
activities. Did that, Kameny and the attorneys wondered, not infringe on the First 
Amendment rights of homosexuals—those deemed “immoral”—to associate with IRS 
employees? Did the allegation not infringe on homophile organizations' rights to 
acquire members, funds, and support? 112 
“As a homosexual citizen," announced Kameny, "I claim that the IRS 
regulation infringes upon my right to associate freely with Internal Revenue Service 
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employees, an infringement which belies the basis of equality which I share with all 
other American citizens.” 
The case involved three plaintiffs, including the MSW, NACHO, and Frank 
Kameny as an individual. The suit was "part of a frontal assault" against the federal 
government and, as the complaint alleged, "a kind of ‘American Apartheid,’ directed 
not at Negroes but at homosexuals.”113 
The reporters asked questions for half an hour.114 "Homosexuals Sue," 
announced the next day's Post.115 
As the spring of 1969 arrived, Kameny had evidence that his legal strategy 
was operating--and spreading--as intended. On May 9, the Times reported on the 
victory of the New York Civil Liberties Union after it had filed suit on behalf of two 
city employees. Though the city of New York hired openly gay employees, it still 
barred homosexuals from certain positions, like caseworkers, hospital care 
investigators, and children’s counselors.116 
Two caseworkers sued, and in May, the NYCLU reached a settlement with the 
city. Homosexuals could serve as municipal caseworkers. One of those victorious 
plaintiffs was Ronald Brass, the founding member of the MSW and an early victim of 
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Warren Scarberry. The publicity from his case had resulted in only a single letter of 
congratulations, a mimeographed flyer against sin, and a suspicious increase in junk 
mail, explained Brass.117 
Kameny remained unemployed, and his Society remained in decline. In 
February, the MSW gave up its office.118 From that point forward, if someone called 
the Society's listed phone number, a second telephone in Kameny's home would 
ring.119 
The Society's members understood the group still had potential. When Insider 
co-editors Eva Freund and Dick Schaefers brought Society brochures and "Gay is 
Good" buttons to distribute at gay bars, to their surprise, the bar owners accepted the 
paraphernalia with enthusiasm. "As the homophile community is more open about 
itself, Mattachine is seen less as a threatening force trying to rock the boat," they 
wrote.120 Then, a March lecture by an NCACLU attorney on “Homosexuals and the 
Law"--he urged the MSW to lobby for the repeal of sodomy statutes--attracted the 
Society's largest crowd since its founding.121 
Yet the Society retained only a handful of active members. Without social 
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events or even a direct action campaign, the MSW had no magnet to attract new 
members. Moreover, the Society still required new members to be interviewed by its 
Executive Board, adding a barrier to entry.  “All of us are aware of MSW’s sagging 
membership," wrote MSW veteran Paul Kuntzler. "In view of Washington’s immense 
homosexual community, there is little justification for the small number of people on 
Society rolls.”122 
Eva Freund, despite losing the election, attempted to save the Society. By 
February, she had developed a membership campaign. Distracted by his legal battles, 
Kameny gave her unprecedented authority to explore unconventional methods of 
attracting homosexuals to the Society. "A Guerrilla to Invade MSW," began the lead 
story about Eva Freund’s experiment in the February edition of the Insider, the 
Society’s newsletter. "M.S.W. IS JUST A BUNCH OF FAGGOT COMMUNISTS, 
ISN'T IT? WHAT HAS M.S.W. EVER REALLY DONE FOR 
HOMOSEXUALS??"123 
"Eva is designing a training workshop for members to get a summary of the 
facts about M.S.W.; its prior record and future plans," explained the Insider. "She 
feels that each member is virtually a spokesman for one of the most difficult causes 
for one to espouse in our sex-negative society and plans dramatically to offer role 









At the February meeting, Freund taught members that seemingly daunting 
interactions--like recruiting fellow homosexuals into the MSW--were nothing more 
than performances. The homosexuals simply needed only to rehearse those 
interactions, like a piece of theater, to boost their confidence and effectiveness. At 
each monthly meeting that spring, members rehearsed how they could "spread the 
word" about the Society and its goals in various scenarios, such as in a gay bar, in an 
office setting, or even among family members.125 
After the guerrilla theater workshop, the members discussed how else they 
might spread word of the Society, and they settled on another provocative, less 
respectable idea. “If we want everybody in town to know the name Mattachine, then 
what better way but to put it on the bathroom walls," wrote Freund and Schaefers in 
the March Insider. "Graffiti is now an art and a culture in this country.” Indeed, in 
1969, graffiti was the "in thing…almost as in as being a homosexual."126 
Freund and her co-editor, Dick Schaefers, also brought the new concept of gay 
power--focused on consolidating economic and political strength--to the Society. 
They reported on the Society's acquisition of a hundred lavender buttons emblazoned 
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to reform." They began publishing a list of gay-friendly companies to "consolidate 
gay 'buying' power in Washington."127 And after Freund learned that the Black 
Panthers, the radical black power group, used their newsletter to provoke discussion 
and mobilization of its members, she attempted to do the same. She reported on a 
series of raided gay bars in Richmond, Virginia, which led to the formation of a 
Homophile League of Richmond. Homosexuals in San Francisco, she reported, were 
picketing a steamship line for its discriminatory practices.128 
Paul Kuntzler, for his part, planned a Bloody Mary Brunch for the end of May 
(social activities, though still prohibited by the Society's constitution, were now 
tolerated).129 After all, the graffiti, the guerrilla theater, and the "Gay is Good" buttons 
had done little to increase the Society's membership. Only nine members attended the 
May membership meeting.130 
Kameny seemed to care little about the unconstitutional brunch, the 
vandalizing of bathrooms with his Society's name, or even the decline in membership. 
He had little time to care. On April 20, he wrote Randy Wicker to order 500 lavender 
equal sign buttons. "I'm busy with a myriad of things," he added. "Endless speaking 
engagements, these days, for one thing: U. of Maryland last Thursday; Minnesota 
tomorrow; Cornell next Thursday; Federal City College (Washington) next Saturday." 
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He took credit for organizing the Homophile League of Richmond, too.131  
Meanwhile, Kameny's seven-year-old effort to integrate homophile activists 
into the NCACLU had not just been successful, but it had consumed him. By May 
1969, of approximately one hundred cases on the NCACLU's docket, seven came 
from the astronomer. In two--his security clearance case and the IRS case--Kameny 
himself was a plaintiff. Then there were four additional cases, all Kameny referrals, 
including two security clearance cases, a CSC case, and an Air Force discharge 
case.132 Benning Wentworth, once his case was ready, would be the plaintiff in a 
seventh case.133 
Kameny's dream of creating a national, multi-pronged homosexual legal 
assault, the Society's primary raison d'être since 1961, had come true. The gay 
plaintiff had been his invention, and now it was commonplace. And because the 
NCACLU fought his war so effectively, in Kameny's eyes, the Society became 
obsolete. 
In the spring of 1969, instead of breathing life into his own organization, 
Kameny ran for a position on the Executive Board of the NCACLU. He received 
assurances of support from at least three attorneys, including Legal Director Ralph 
Temple.134 On May 19, Kameny learned he had lost the election.135 
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Another factor permitted Kameny to oversee the decline of his organization. 
For his entire life, Kameny had relished being the expert in his field—in astronomy, 
in the social world of Gay Washington, and then, finally, in the homophile movement. 
Kameny's organization had provided him with that authority. It had been the vehicle 
for access to Congress, to the Pentagon and the FBI, and to the press. Now, as an 
integral member of the NCACLU, the plaintiff in two major lawsuits, the chairman of 
ERCHO, a sought-after speaker, and an aspiring author, Kameny no longer needed 
the Society. He had achieved authority for himself, as a homosexual, alone. 
That fact did not always serve him well. Before he announced the IRS lawsuit, 
Kameny had failed to consult--or even inform--the chairman of NACHO's legal 
committee, “Austin Wade.” A Harvard-educated attorney, Wade wrote Kameny to 
criticize his "continued unwillingness to work with others."136  
Kameny responded on May 23. “I shall continue to use MY methods," he 
wrote. “I am not interested in resting upon my laurels, but if I were, I have them, in 
considerable quantity, to rest upon very comfortably." 
“Nothing succeeds like success, Austin, and thus far I have the successes and 
you do not.”137 
 
 
Director Irma Thexton, "that we may invite you to join the Executive Board as vacancies occur." See 
Ibid. 
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III. Legal Victory and the Clash of Respectability 
 
In 1963, NASA dismissed Clifford Norton, faced with allegations of 
homosexual conduct, and the budget analyst called his old friend, Frank Kameny. 
They had met in the gay world of Boston, while Kameny was finishing his PhD at 
Harvard, and after moving to Washington, Norton learned of Kameny's new 
organization. He learned of the astronomer's legal connections.138 
Kameny referred Norton to two NCACLU attorneys, Glenn Graves and John 
Karr, who agreed to take Norton's case. They filed suit against CSC Chairman John 
Macy on October 13, 1964.139 
The MSW president, at the time, did not think it was a particularly good case. 
Norton continued to deny his homosexuality, which meant he could not attack the 
purges directly, as an avowed homosexual. Graves and Karr, meanwhile, made 
procedural arguments. Norton had not been permitted to confront his accuser, and the 
only evidence against him came from an illegal arrest and interrogation. Kameny 
wrote off the case. Even if Norton got his job back, it was unlikely the case would 
help other homosexuals.140 
But Norton and Kameny got lucky. After the District Court upheld Norton's 
dismissal, Norton v. Macy arrived on the desks of three Appeals Court judges, 
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including Chief Judge David Bazelon. In Bruce Scott's case, Bazelon had argued that 
the government needed to prove the connection between Scott's immoral conduct and 
his "occupational fitness." Bazelon wanted evidence that Scott's homosexuality 
harmed the "efficiency of the service," as the law put it. But in 1965, none of 
Bazelon's fellow judges joined him in that aspect of his opinion, and the Court only 
required the CSC to be more specific about its charges of immorality.141 
In Norton's case, however, Bazelon was joined by Judge J. Skelly Wright, one 
of the most liberal judges in the country. (After integrating schools in his native New 
Orleans, white segregationists called him "Judas" Wright.)142 Bazelon and Wright saw 
Norton's case as a chance to rein in the purges, and they took that opportunity with 
vigor. 
On Tuesday, July 1, 1969, nearly six years after Norton's dismissal and in the 
middle of the Stonewall riots, the judges released their decision. 
Norton's supervisor had testified that he faced pressure to dismiss Norton 
because the Lafayette Square incident had the potential of becoming "embarrassing to 
the agency" and creating a "public scandal." To dismiss homosexuals, he testified, 
was a "custom within the agency." 
Bazelon and Wright remained unconvinced. "We do not doubt that NASA 
blushes whenever one of its own is caught in flagrante delictu," wrote Bazelon. But 
that did not mean such embarrassment necessarily harmed the agency. There was 
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every likelihood NASA's explanation--its fear of embarrassment--was no more than a 
"smokescreen hiding personal antipathies or moral judgments." In a country that now 
recognized privacy as a constitutional right, alleged homosexuals needed some 
semblance of due process, some protection from "arbitrary and capricious" dismissals. 
"Since the record before us does not suggest any reasonable connection between the 
evidence against him and the efficiency of the service," decided Bazelon and Wright, 
"we conclude that he was unlawfully discharged." 
"An agency," concluded the Court, "cannot support a dismissal as promoting 
the efficiency of the service merely by turning its head and crying 'shame.'"143 Norton 
learned of his victory not from his attorneys, but from an article in the New York 
Times. The former NASA employee had only four dollars to his name. He had bused 
across the country--from Los Angeles to Cincinnati to New York--looking for a job, 
but he found nothing. He was back in Boston, now, "on the old scene." 
“The decision gives me a new problem," Norton told Kameny. His family was 
"sure to pick it up—homosexual charges & all. The family have not known any of 
this aspect of the affair, or of my life. So— 
For whom are you working now? Can they use me?"144 
On July 4, astronaut Walter Cunningham, a veteran of the previous year's 
Apollo 7 mission, spoke before a crowd of 20,000 in front of Independence Hall. 
"The student problem bothers me most right now," he said. Repeatedly, the astronaut 
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criticized America's youth for its protests, violent methods, and criticism of the 
military. Six times, the audience applauded the American hero's denunciations.145 
After the astronaut finished, the homosexuals arrived. 
Kameny, when he learned of the riots, had chuckled. Following the natural 
progression of movements, his fellow homosexuals were rioting. It had been a matter 
of time. But this picket, his picket, would remain orderly and dignified. Despite his 
cries of "Gay Power" a week earlier, twenty-eight-year-old Craig Rodwell tolerated 
Kameny's dress code. He had publicized the protest as a "vigil-type demonstration" 
and asked demonstrators "to observe the dignity and seriousness of the day and to 
dress and behave accordingly.”146 
More concerning were the threatening phone calls that followed Rodwell's 
picketing advertisements in the Village Voice. Unidentified male voices threatened to 
follow HYMN's bus from New York, capsize it, and assault the homosexuals.147 The 
police, for their part, were concerned about the newly-riotous homosexuals. Shortly 
before 2:00 PM, approximately twenty uniformed officers materialized across from 
Independence Hall. "Nearby," reported the Insider, "stood about as many 
plainclothesmen who were equally conspicuous to an experienced eye in their zoot 
suits and generally outmoded apparel.”148 
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When the bus, unscathed, arrived at Philadelphia with its forty occupants, Lilli 
Vincenz immediately saw a difference in its occupants. There were the 
conservatively-dressed--even Rodwell wore his prescribed jacket--and also, for the 
first time, a large contingent of New Yorkers in bell bottoms, short skirts, sandals, and 
beards.149 One lesbian couple, black and white, brought their child. They all seemed 
to be discussing the riots.150 
Shortly after 2 PM, the fifty demonstrators--wearing Kameny's lavender "Gay 
is Good" buttons--began marching, as usual, in a silent, single-file line.151 After thirty 
minutes, two women began holding hands. Kameny ran up to them. "None of that!" 
He broke their hands apart.152 
His authority exerted, Kameny--he again wore his "Spokesman" badge--left to 
speak to a reporter from the Distant Drummer, an underground newspaper based in 
Philadelphia, with Barbara Gittings. Suddenly, reported the newspaper, "one 
breathless young man" ran up to the Kameny, Gittings, and the reporter. Craig 
Rodwell, as he later described the scene, began "ranting and raving" to the reporter. 
“Our message is that homosexual love is good. Holding hands is not inappropriate," 
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Rodwell turned to Kameny and Gittings. "‘If you don’t change, you’re going 
to be left behind,” he said. Then, he turned to the reporter: "There’s a generation gap 
among homosexuals, too.” Rodwell ran back to the picket line, where he joined hands 
with his 21-year-old boyfriend, Fred Sergeant. "Come on," he yelled, "be proud 
homosexuals--not 'Auntie Toms.'" Two more female couples joined their hands. One 
marcher, annoyed by the verbose messages on their signs--"Gay is Good" or "Gay 
Power" appeared nowhere--scrawled "END SEXUAL FASCISM" on his own sign.154 
For the first time, Kameny had lost control over his demonstration. The 
younger demonstrators now had leverage over him, for they were willing to publicly 
rebel against him. If Kameny did not yield, he risked humiliation and chaos. Aware of 
the reporter's presence, Kameny could do nothing but watch a new generation flaunt 
its power. 
Gittings attempted to perform damage control: "What we’re striving for is a 
recognition of our rights and dignity as homosexuals," she explained to the reporter, 
changing the topic. Hundreds of tourists, meanwhile, continued watching the 
homosexuals. One woman, seeing dozens of homosexuals inexplicably wearing suits 
on a hot summer day, remarked to a reporter that she was certain they were not real 
homosexuals. Clearly, she explained, someone had paid them to protest.155 At 4 PM, 
 








the homosexuals disbanded and left for a reception again hosted by Clark Polak, the 
gay Hugh Hefner.156 
A week later, Kameny wrote to Rodwell. “I am genuinely sorry about the 
disagreement which surfaced at the demonstration," he wrote. "‘Love-ins’—
homosexual and/or heterosexual, both—have their place; so do picketing 
demonstrations. Neither is likely to be effective, and both are more likely to be 
ineffective, if they are mixed.” 
“Particularly unfortunate," he added, "was your taking the dispute to the press. 
Family squabbles are best conducted in the living room, not on the front lawn, when 
an appearance of unity should be stressed.”157 
Fred Sargeant, still upset, wrote to Kameny himself. “First, why did you stop 
two girls from holding hands by coming up to them and knocking their hands apart? 
(Such stormtrooper tactics, really!)" 
“Secondly, why did you presume to impose your own particular brand of 
mores upon me after you had seen me holding hands with my lover? (Such as saying 
it was a question of good taste.) Correct me if I was wrong in assuming that the 
demonstration was an affirmation of the right of homosexuals to, among other things, 
hold hands in public.” 
“You must realize that to many of us, looking employable to the federal 
government is of little importance. The government is our servant, not our master.” 
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“By dictatorialism you will only minimize the effectiveness of us all," 
Sargeant concluded. "I’m willing to compromise, are you?”158  
News of the fiasco spread across the movement. The DOB covered the scene 
in its newsletter, and Barbara Grier wrote to Kameny with concern that spectators had 
thought they were paid homosexuals. Did that not defeat the purpose of the picket?159 
“What the hell ever happened to the concept of freedom and equality that we 
espouse?" wrote Dick Michaels, editor of the Los Angeles Advocate. "What 
difference does it make whether the straights push us around directly or do it through 
other, uptight homosexuals. This is what the concept of ‘image’ eventually leads to. 
The image becomes more important than the goal.”160 
Kameny penned unapologetic, defensive responses to Sargeant, Grier, and 
Michaels.161 Indeed, only one person, if anyone, had the power--and enough respect--
to change the astronomer's mind. Barbara Gittings had stood by him for years, 
defending his dress code and his pickets and his unorthodox methods at the Pentagon, 
but the incident had convinced her, too, that Kameny was harming his cause. He was 
in the process of getting left behind. 
We do not know exactly what Gittings told Kameny in the aftermath of the 
1969 picket. But before speaking to him, she prepared herself--a necessity if she 
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hoped to breach his stubborn mind--by drafting a list of handwritten notes. 
"Frank," she wrote, "Stop being martinet, acting like a general commanding 
the troops." 
"Start dividing the responsibility, letting other people develop as leaders, even 
if things aren't as well organized at first." 
"Younger people," she continued, were "tired of being ordered around, told 
what to do & how to dress, when they won't accept this in other areas." 
The picket may have "outlived its usefulness," for it was no longer 
newsworthy. It had, moreover, "become identified as Frank's show. People rebelling 
against this, want more part in running the show & having it reflect their ideas." They 
were "tired of being pawns." 
And, finally, she asked, why was there no Gay is Good sign?162  
 
IV. Gay Liberation and the Final Evolution of Pride 
 
On Saturday night, June 28, 1969, Martha Shelley was walking through the 
East Village with two lesbian women, who were visiting to discuss the creation of 
their own homophile organization in Boston. They stumbled upon the riots. 
What's going on? asked the Boston visitors. 
Oh, just a riot, responded Shelley. We have them here all the time. 
The next day, she learned it had not just been a riot, but a riot of homosexuals. 
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Drag queens, trans people, and sex workers had initiated an uprising at the Stonewall 
Inn, a gay bar, in response to a police raid. The riots would eventually last five days, 
and they marked New York’s first violent uprising of queer people. The moment had 
come, Shelley realized. It was time to harness the anger of her kind, to march en 
masse against their oppression.163 
When she told Dick Leitsch of her idea, the MSNY's Executive Director told 
her that a march in the aftermath of the riots would be inappropriate; it would send the 
wrong message.164 Even Randy Wicker was criticizing the riots. “Rocks through 
windows don’t open doors," he told an audience on July 6.165 But on July 9, Shelley 
arrived at a public meeting held by the MSNY, organized for a discussion of the riots, 
at Freedom House. More than a hundred sat in the audience. Shelley stood and 
proposed a Gay Power rally in Washington Square Park, followed by a march to the 
Stonewall.166 
The attendees debated the idea or an hour until Leitsch called a vote. Who was 
in favor of Shelley’s march?167 Nearly everyone in the audience raised their hand. 
Leitsch, defeated, sent Shelley and her allies to form a planning committee in the back 
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room. There, while drinking beers, the young committee members decided to create a 
new organization. They would model themselves after the Black Panthers, and they 
would name themselves after the Communists in Vietnam. They became the Gay 
Liberation Front.168 
On July 27, only three weeks after marching with fifty picketers in 
Philadelphia, Barbara Gittings stood in Washington Square Park, surrounded by five 
hundred homosexuals, many wearing lavender ribbons and arm bands.169 Another five 
hundred spectators stood on the side of the park, watching.170 Martha Shelley climbed 
onto the rim of the park's fountain. "Brothers and sisters,’ welcome to this city’s first 
gay power vigil," she began. "We’re tired of being harassed and persecuted. If a 
straight couple can hold hands in Washington Square, why can’t we?’171  
“The time has come for us to walk in the sunshine. We don’t have to ask 
permission to do it. Here we are!” There were "eruptions of applause, a delirium of 
screams," reported the Voice.172 Gittings saw people waving from their apartment 
windows.173  The crowd marched to the Stonewall in a four-by-four column, stopping 
traffic on Sixth Avenue, cheering "Gay Power."174 
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"Queens are supposed to be less than men, but when they stood up to the 
police, three policemen went to the hospital," Shelley told the crowd at Sheridan 
Square, across from the Stonewall. She promised more marches, urged the marchers 
to disband peacefully, and they did.175 
By early August, the GLF announced itself as an independent organization. 
"We formed after the recent pig bust of the Stonewall," its members told RAT, an 
underground newspaper. "The society has fucked with us…within our families, on 
our jobs, in our education, in the streets, in our bedrooms; in short, it has shit all over 
us." 
"We identify ourselves with all the oppressed: the Vietnamese struggle, the 
third world, the blacks, the workers…all those oppressed by this rotten, dirty, vile, 
fucked-up capitalist conspiracy."176 
The GLF had no leaders, no membership list. Anyone could attend its 
meetings; anyone could vote. 
"Q: What does the GLF intend to do?" 
"A: We are relating the militancy generated by the bar bust and by increasing 
pig harassment to a program that allows homosexuals and sexually liberated persons 
to confront themselves and society through encounter groups, demonstrations, dances, 
a newspaper, and by just being ourselves on the street."177 
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If Dick Leitsch saw the riots and the GLF as a threat to MSNY, Frank 
Kameny saw them, like the riots, as a natural—though not necessarily rational—
progression of the homophile movement. The Civil Rights Movement gave rise to the 
Black Panthers, and now the homophile movement gave rise to the GLF. Neither the 
riots nor the GLF had yet harmed his legal war or his moribund Society, so, at first, he 
simply ignored them. ”If they don’t get taken over by some of the extreme-extreme 
radical groups (non-homophile) for their own ends, they should do well,” he wrote of 
the GLF in October 1969. The new generation of radicals could organize on their 
own, as long as they did not disrupt his well-established pickets against the federal 
government.178 
At the Society's first membership meeting after the riots, the day after the 
GLF's creation, Kameny remained focused on a single topic, his lawsuits. He updated 
the homosexuals on the Norton decision, the IRS suit, and the SIR's own lawsuit in 
San Francisco. He mentioned the riots, but only briefly. Vincenz then showed her film 
of the 1968 Reminder Day picket. Eva Freund announced that the NCACLU was 
sponsoring a boat ride. The attorneys had invited the homosexuals.179 
The Society's Insider, on the other hand, quickly adopted the radicalism--and 
some of the colorful language--of the GLF. "TO HELL WITH DYING ON YOUR 
KNEES," wrote co-editors Freund and Schaefers in August. “WHY SHOULD YOU 
continue to be oppressed? When the man has his foot on the back of your neck, you 
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have several alternatives," they explained. You can wait for someone else to help you, 
wait for the man to remove his foot, or "get up off your knees and 'lay up side his 
head.'"180 
“It appears that the structured homophile groups have failed to motivate the 
homosexual community. Perhaps they have not wanted to deal with the homosexual 
masses," they wrote. The riots were no "fluke," Freund and Schaefers explained. 
"When it becomes clear that the doors are never going to open and that door knocking 
is only a pacifier for the masses, then it is time to knock the doors down." Kameny 
had once reserved his threats--sometimes bordering on violent rhetoric--for letters to 
individual bureaucrats. Now, by allowing the Society's publication to become radical, 
his Society seemed to support violence itself. Perhaps broken doors would get 
homosexuals, at long last, through the threshold of the federal government.181 
Frank Kameny as an individual did not approve of the riots--he would never 
condone violence, per se--but he did see them as an opportunity. In July, he wrote to 
the Defense Department with an implicit threat. "While I do not necessarily approve 
of violence, public disorder, and rioting, I could not repress a satisfied and 
sympathetic chuckle at seeing the members of my community finally refusing any 
longer to be 'shoved around', and at the picture of the police cowering (as indeed they 
did) in terror from massed 'Gay Power' (It is just a pity that it apparently takes that to 
bring you people into line, but apparently that is what it does take. If--all other 
 






reasonable measured [sic] having failed--that turns out to be what it does take, then, 
by your own effective invitation, that is what you will get)."182 
The federal government could choose to reason with him--a logical man, 
making logical arguments--or it could face the wrath of gay power, which was 
illogical, angry, and violent. His legal fight, however, was not becoming any easier. 
Only five days before the outbreak of the riots, Warren Burger replaced Earl Warren 
as Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. Burger had dissented in both of the favorable 
Scott decisions, voting against Bazelon--and Scott--each time. "We must look 
forward, then, realistically, to a far more conservative Court in the immediate future," 
Kameny warned NACHO.183 But as he explained to NACHO, the legal fight looked 
neither dark nor bleak, for, "in the long run, we have too much working for us."184 
Indeed, Kameny had two more cases, "new, good, uncluttered."185 
First was that of Otto Ulrich, a veteran of the first White House demonstration 
and the man photographed by agents as he picketed at the Pentagon. After four years, 
the Defense Department had finally identified him. When he joined Bionetics 
Research in 1968, he admitted to being a member of the MSW on his clearance 
form.186 Kameny and Gittings, their strategy now a well-oiled machine, leapt to 
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action. 150 press releases announced Ulrich was an avowed homosexual.187 The press 
was invited to his hearing but, again, they were barred from it. 
On July 16, Ulrich, Kameny, and Gittings strolled into the Pentagon, wearing 
a variety of lapel buttons, including Gay is Good, Equality for Homosexuals, and an 
equals sign. They sat before three military officials. 
Morrow began questioning Ulrich, until the clearance holder interrupted. "The 
details of my sex life are none of the Government's goddamn business,” he said. 
"We want that on the record," said Kameny.188 
That same month, Richard Gayer called Kameny for assistance. An electrical 
engineer from Brooklyn, Gayer met the astronomer while living in Philadelphia and 
participating in the Janus Society. In 1967, he moved to San Francisco and joined the 
SIR. On a routine security form--he held a clearance for almost ten years--he admitted 
being a member of both organizations. The Defense Department, suspicious, began 
interrogating him in July 1969.189 
Gayer's case was Kameny's first on the west coast, and the Pentagon's 
Screening Board refused to travel to San Francisco. Instead, it sent a list of 
interrogatories. 
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1. Have you ever engaged in any homosexual sexual act(s) or any act(s) of 
sexual perversion with (an)other male person(s)? 
2. Name or describe the sexual acts engaged in with other male(s) 
3. Approximately how many such acts have occurred? 
4. Dates (approximate) or the period within which such acts have been 
engaged in: 
5. Where were such acts performed? 
6. Names of other person(s) involved, if known? 
7. What were the circumstances leading to the last such act? (Be specific as to 
where, when, and with whom the act was performed).190 
A month later, for the third time, Benning Wentworth faced similar questions. 
In January, the Appeals Board had ruled that Wentworth's examiner--the relatively 
sympathetic Raymond Waldman--wrongfully prevented Department Counsel from 
asking additional questions about Wentworth's sex life (Kameny had objected they 
were a "fishing expedition."). The Appeals Board thus remanded the case back to 
Waldman for yet another trial.191 
On August 21, once again, Wentworth admitted he was a homosexual. And 
this time, sitting next to Kameny and Gittings in a New York hearing room, 
Wentworth wore two lapel buttons, which declared "Equality for Homosexuals" and 
 
190 Richard Lee Gayer, “Direct Interrogatories,” No Date, Box 7, Folder 9, Gittings Papers.  
 
191 The Appeals Board required a re-hearing to determine the "probability that Mr. Wentworth will in 
future engage in conduct of the nature alleged." William J. Scanlon to FEK, January 18, 1969, Box 9, 




"Gay is Good."192 
 “For us, these two slogans are the underlying theme of this whole case," 
explained Kameny. He quoted from NACHO's 1968 statement, declaring that there 
existed the "moral right" to be homosexual.193 The next day, the Times reported on the 
"short and slightly built" Wentworth and his "Gay is Good" button.194 
"We consider the very existence of this case to be part of the Government's 
improper, unethical, and immoral effort to enter into the field of private morality, and 
to force conformity to a particular sexual code," Gittings explained to the reporter.195 
Later that fall, after the duo received the transcript from the hearing, they 
issued another press release. 
“HOMOSEXUAL REQUIRED TO ANSWER OBSCENE QUESTIONS BY 
DEFENSE DEPARTMENT” 
“PENTAGON BOARD SEEKS TITILLATION OF ITS PRURIENT 
INTERESTS” 
“OUTRAGEOUS INVASION OF PRIVACY” 
“GAY THROWS DOWN GAUNTLET TO GOVERNMENT”  
"What in hell," Kameny and Gittings concluded, "is the American government 
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doing asking questions like this of ANY of its citizens under ANY circumstances, 
whatever?”196 
Meanwhile, calls began pouring into the MSW immediately after the riots. 
Throughout the month of July, callers across the country wanted advice on how to 
best create their own homosexual organizations. In one week alone, Kameny provided 
instructions to groups in Atlanta, Georgia; Norfolk, Virginia; Chapel Hill, North 
Carolina; and Youngstown, Ohio.197 
Norfolk had experienced a recent bar raid. Kameny urged the arrested patrons 
to fight the charges and approach the ACLU. "Meanwhile, organize,” he advised. 
Find a nucleus of devoted homosexuals, create a name for the group, write by-laws. 
He enclosed a set of "Gay is Good" buttons. "It is time that 'Gay Power' got going," 
he wrote.198 
Kameny and Gittings continued touring the east coast, encouraging more 
groups to form. Both traveled to Cornell at the invitation of the university's Student 
Homophile League chapter.199  "An avowed lesbian, Barbara Gittings, said that 
homosexuality is not a sickness," reported the Cornell Daily Sun in October.200 She 
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spoke before a crowd of 200 students. They attended a new class at New York 
University titled "The Homosexual in Society."201 And in Washington, Kameny spoke 
before an audience at American University, where he found the students more 
"uptight."202  
In print, Kameny's legal authority continued to spread. In January 1969, with 
his assistance, the Harvard Law Review published an article that concluded that the 
government did not "offer adequate protection" to the homosexual minority.203 In 
March, Playboy published Kameny's response to a reader letter recommending 
behavior therapy for homosexuals. Rather than curing homosexuality, Kameny 
argued for the magazine’s 5.5 million readers, therapy should consist of "instilling in 
him a sense of confident self-acceptance so he could say with pride, "Gay is good."204 
(In response, Playboy's editors agreed homosexuals were not sick. Rather, they 
suffered from "compulsion based on phobic reactions to heterosexual stimuli." To 
claim homosexuals represented a minority group, they added, was "inaccurate.")205 
Playboy's discussion of Kameny's "Gay is Good" letter continued throughout the 
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summer. "Dr. Kameny was right and Playboy was wrong," wrote one Los Angeles 
reader, in August. "You cannot produce one jot of real evidence that homosexual acts 
are any less desirable or less natural than heterosexual acts."206 Despite the magazine's 
antagonism, between March and September, Kameny received no fewer than ten calls 
from individuals who heard about the MSW from Hugh Hefner's magazine.207 
In September, the New York Post reported on Kameny and Gittings' fight 
against the Defense Department, concluding the military was "on the retreat in the 
face of growing militancy" within the homophile movement.208 And in October, the 
United Church of Christ published The Same Sex: An Appraisal of Homosexuality, a 
book intended for both its clergy and the public. It featured chapters from 
psychiatrists, theologians, attorneys, and for "equal time," homosexuals including 
Gittings, Kameny, and Leitsch.209 
Freund and Schaefers continued publishing the Insider, which increasingly 
mirrored the language of the GLF. Its news stories focused on the fight against "the 
system" across the country, including the limitation of stop-and-frisk policies in 
Washington, the secret files on anti-war demonstrators in New Jersey, and the 
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entrapment of black militants in Virginia.210 
Lilli Vincenz and another Society member, Nancy Tucker, also wanted a 
publication that would not just promote political change, but also promote 
community. They decided to create a new publication that would serve, as the Insider 
described it, as a "newsletter/community bulletin board/scandal sheet." In October, 
The Gay Blade, "An Independent Publication Serving the Gay Community," appeared 
in gay bars across Washington. Each stack came with a collection of "Gay is Good" 
buttons. The first issue was a single-sided sheet of paper with only eight short stories, 
including the blood drive, the blackmailer (it gave Kameny's number for assistance), a 
coming discussion group on the Homosexual and the Media, a roommate service 
(“Don’t bother if you want to talk dirty"), an off-Broadway review, and an upcoming 
Kameny lecture.211 
One of its stories, headlined "GAY LIBERATION FRONT," was especially 
relevant to the Society.212 In July, hoping to attract new members, the MSW 
Executive Board voted to budget $100 for an advertisement in the Post. The 
newspaper, despite its editorial sympathy over the years, refused to accept the 
advertisement. “No advertisement containing the words homosexual', 'homophile', or 
'Mattachine' is acceptable," explained the paper.213 
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The NCACLU and the MSW appealed the matter up to the publisher of the 
Post, Katharine Graham, to no avail. Kameny wrote to the national ACLU in New 
York, urging it to consider this "gray" area of first amendment rights.214  The GLF 
faced a similar problem. Though the Village Voice accepted its ads, the paper refused 
to print the words "gay" or "homosexual." Its coverage of the "dyke" and "faggot" 
riots, moreover, continued to infuriate the homosexuals.215 
On September 12, for more than seven hours, the GLF picketed outside the 
offices of the Voice. There was no dress code, no silence, no other rules. The 
picketers loudly chanted and distributed five thousand leaflets to passersby. Finally, a 
reporter emerged and said that publisher Ed Fancher would speak to three GLF 
representatives. After complaining of being the target of a picket (the Voice was a 
liberal paper, he argued), Fancher ultimately conceded.216 As the MSW's Gay Blade 
reported, "the Voice agreed to change its ad policy and allow the word ‘gay’ to be 
used."217 
Without a lawsuit, without much preparation, and in only hours--using only 
the strength of numbers and the power of disruption--the fledgling organization could 
declare victory where the MSW could not. The GLF organized a celebratory dance 
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while Frank Kameny observed from Washington.218 
On October 17, Kameny received further evidence that lawsuits alone would 
not effect immediate change. After six years, the United States Court of Claims 
released its decision in the case of Dick Schlegel against the Civil Service 
Commission. "Any schoolboy," wrote the Court, "knows that a homosexual act is 
immoral, indecent, lewd, and obscene. Adult persons are even more conscious that 
this is true. If activities of this kind are allowed to be practiced in a government 
department, it is inevitable that the efficiency of the service will in time be adversely 
affected."219 
The Court argued that unlike Clifford Norton, who merely touched another 
man's leg, Dick Schlegel "committed four acts on three different males on four 
different occasions." Schlegel's dismissal was justified, and thus, despite the victory 
of Norton, the CSC could argue that its purges of active homosexuals--federal 
employees who actually had sex--were entirely legal.220 
Kameny did not lose faith in the judicial system. Schlegel wrote to the 
NCACLU at the suggestion of his "close friend and valued advisor," Frank Kameny, 
urging the Union to take his own case to the Supreme Court.221 “Why not be open - 
finally - about the circumstances in my case, while still pursuing the argument for a 
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right to privacy for Federal employees?”222 he asked. The ACLU accepted Schlegel's 
case and began constructing a Supreme Court brief that did just that.223 
Kameny, meanwhile, continued funneling other cases to the Union. Two days 
after the Schlegel decision, he forwarded the cases of three women facing purges in 
the Women's Army Corps (his previous two WAC clients, "Miss X" and "Miss Y," 
were still safe).224  
Four days later, he forwarded a novel case, that of two drag queens. The 
teenagers--one black, one white--were walking downtown, dressed as women, when a 
police officer offered to pay them for sex. They declined, the officer insisted, and then 
he arrested them for solicitation. When the officer learned they were men, he changed 
the charge to lewd and immoral activity, and the drag queens called Kameny from jail 
at 3 AM.225 
Washington, unlike New York, did not criminalize drag. Kameny thus 
recommended that the NCACLU take their case. He wanted a lawsuit against the 
officer and an injunction against the police department; he had already filed an 
official complaint. And, no matter what, he wanted the NCACLU to represent the 
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queens in their criminal trial.  The astronomer promised to leave all matters of "tactics 
and strategy," however, to the attorneys.226 
Earlier that year, astrophysicist Jim Pollack of Cornell, in an attempt to assist 
in Kameny's nightmarish financial situation, offered him the opportunity to help with 
astronomical research. Kameny was to conduct microdensitometry research at NASA 
and get paid through Cornell.227 
But as the months elapsed and winter of 1969 approached, Kameny still had 
not finished his share of the work. He was simply too busy. First there was the 
Playboy letter, then the United Church of Christ book, and now TIME. "The result 
was an inexorable tide of letters, phone calls, requests for public appearances, and the 
like, of an unparalleled (in my experience) magnitude," he explained to Pollack. "All 
the country seems to be ‘at my door’ to ask for aid, assistance, counsel, and 
authoritative comment.”228 
At last, Frank Kameny was a national figure, America's authority on the 
homosexual. With this power well-established, building upon itself, and seemingly 
indestructible, he felt he could expand his purview, if only slightly, by advocating for 
other issues--less respectable issues--about which he felt passionately. He continued 
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these materials, and the materials themselves," he wrote to the Postmaster General.229 
And, each time Kameny visited New York, for the TIME symposium or his 
NYU lecture, he attended a meeting of the Gay Liberation Front. The new 
organization impressed him. He saw a group of young, dedicated activists who were 
willing to declare themselves as homosexuals (indeed, the name of their publication 
was titled COME OUT!) He saw their success at the Village Voice, and he saw their 
harsh questions of candidates for Mayor of New York, catching the politicians off 
guard and forcing them to develop answers. "If they don’t get taken over by some of 
the extreme-extreme radical groups (non-homophile) for their own ends, they should 
do well," he told a fellow activist in October. 
As a student of other movements, he also saw the writing on the wall. Gay 
Liberation was the future. "I suspect," he wrote, "this will be one of the directions 
taken by the Movement in the next few years. Ideologically there will be a great deal 
of its content which will be unpalatable—sometimes highly so; they have the 
advantage of numbers, enthusiasm, militancy and, above all, complete doffing of the 
mask and camouflage. They should be channeled into the movement.” The MSNY, 
on the other hand, refused to cooperate with the new organization. "I urged Dick 
Leitsch to work with GLF instead of against them, with the feeling that each can 
contribute a great deal to the other," wrote Kameny, "but he’s not buying that."230 On 
Saturday, November 1, the homosexuals of the east coast converged in Philadelphia 
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for yet another ERCHO conference. They met at My Sister's Place, a gay bar. 
There, Kameny watched the delegates take control of his pickets. Before the 
conference, Craig Rodwell--he voted with the radicals—developed a plan to remove 
the Reminder Day demonstrations from the astronomer and to place them in the hands 
of the entire movement. 231 In October, Rodwell, Fred Sargeant, and two lesbian 
friends from NYU--Linda Rhodes and Ellen Broidy-- had met in Rodwell's New York 
apartment to draft a proposal.232 
At the conference, when it came time to discuss the pickets, Kameny first 
introduced a letter from Philadelphia Police Commissioner Frank L. Rizzo. The 
previous July, Kameny had commended Rizzo's Civil Disobedience Squad for its 
"courteous and helpful presence during our protest."233 Kameny began reading 
Rizzo's response, when, suddenly, the GLF interrupted. 
They moved that Kameny stop reading the letter. "We all know where police 
departments stand on homosexuality."234 The motion was defeated 42-18, and 
Kameny read the Commissioner's letter. “I am personally very proud of the members 
of our department, but it is especially gratifying when someone like you expresses 
satisfaction with their performance," said Rizzo.235 The GLF moved that the delegates 
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censure the Commissioner. Amidst protests, they withdrew the motion.236 
Someone suggested they defer discussion of the Reminder Day pickets until 
the spring meeting, but twenty-three-year-old Ellen Broidy of the NYU Student 
Homophile League stood to introduce a resolution (Rodwell, after his confrontation 
with Kameny at the previous picket, would have appeared biased, they decided). She 
handed the proposal, already typed, to the chairman.237 "RESOLVED," it began, 
"That the Annual Reminder, in order to be more relevant, reach a greater number of 
people and encompass the ideas and ideals of the larger struggle in which we are 
engaged - that of our fundamental human rights - be moved in time and location." 
"We propose that a demonstration be held annually on the last Saturday in 
June in New York City to commemorate the 1969 spontaneous demonstrations on 
Christopher Street and this demonstration be called CHRISTOPHER STREET 
LIBERATION DAY." 
"We also propose that we contact Homophile Organizations throughout the 
country and request that they hold parallel demonstrations on that day. We propose a 
nationwide show of support." To plan the demonstration, ERCHO would create an 
umbrella committee composed of one member from each organization. Standing 
before Kameny, perhaps reminded of the fiasco of the previous picket, she added a 
last-minute amendment. ”No age or dress regulations shall be made for this 
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The meeting's minutes do not tell us exactly how Kameny responded to the 
proposal or the amendment, but the votes of the delegates suggest that he did not put 
up too much of a fight. Kameny called the roll, and the radical delegates voted for it, 
including Kameny's protégé, Bob Martin of the SHL, and the representative of his 
own organization, Eva Freund. Less predictable were those of his relatively 
conservative allies. The MSNY, though Dick Leitsch had once claimed to represent 
the drag queens, abstained from supporting a march that indirectly endorsed 
homosexual violence. Foster Gunnison, however, voted in favor. Barbara Gittings 
joined him.239 
The last demonstration persuaded Kameny and his allies that just like the 
retired Washington marches, the Philadelphia marches had served their purpose. 
Kameny could no longer exert his authority, without distraction and discord, over an 
outdated tactic, so he abandoned it. With a rapidly-expanding grassroots movement 
fighting more than just the federal government--shouting his mantra, "Gay is Good"--
he accepted the inevitable tide of the phenomenon he helped create. 
With the exception of the MSNY's abstention, the delegates unanimously 
voted in favor of the march. Kameny banged his gavel, and the respectable 
demonstrations ended. In their place, the homosexuals constructed a more enduring 
 







tradition, a national gay holiday, a radical insistence of pride and belonging and 
independence, to take place on the anniversary of night that the despised, the least 
respectable elements of society, fought back.240
 
240 “Minutes of the Eastern Regional Conference of Homophile Organizations,” November 1-2, 1969, 







On December 1, 1969, one month after the ERCHO conference, Frank 
Kameny wrote to his friends and homophile movement associates. “It is with a feeling 
of great pleasure and honor,” he wrote, “and with a sense of deep personal 
satisfaction, gratification, and pride, that I am able to inform you that in a special 
election, I was just chosen by a large majority (most of those being lawyers) to 
membership to the Executive Board of the Washington D.C. affiliate of the American 
Civil Liberties Union.”1 
The merger, after an eight-year process, was complete. Though Kameny kept 
his Society in good standing with the District of Columbia for another fifteen years, it 
existed in name only. With the exception of small monthly membership meetings in 
1970 and early 1971, the Society—as a membership organization larger than one 
man—was dead.2 It died, however, not because it refused to adapt to the militancy of 
the movement, but because it had fulfilled its purposes. 
The Mattachine Society of Washington, despite Kameny’s denials later in life, 
was founded to scale the failed legal battle of its founder.3 Fighting the federal 
 
1 FEK to Friends, December 1, 1969, Box 6, Folder 14, Gittings Papers.  
 
2 See Meeting Minutes, February 1970, Box 85, Folder 9, FEK Papers; “Meeting Notice,” March 5, 
1970, Box 85, Folder 9, FEK Papers.  
 




government through the courts was the only strategy he knew, and it was the only 
strategy over which he had true authority. Yet, because he did not have access to a 
pool of openly gay lawyers—as the NAACP had access to black lawyers—he had no 
choice but to turn to the sympathetic heterosexual attorneys of the ACLU. The MSW, 
from its birth, initiated a systematic effort to ally with the NCACLU and, ultimately, 
the national Union. Benefiting from a Supreme Court that granted a new right to 
privacy and the right to publish and disseminate materials that were formerly 
obscene--and benefiting from an American press increasingly willing to discuss the 
plight of the homosexual—the Society found success. After only eight years, the 
ACLU adopted the work of Kameny’s homosexual organization, and for the rest of 
his life, Kameny continued funneling cases to his greatest ally.4 
By initiating this legal crusade, Kameny formulated the archetype of the Proud 
Plaintiff. Never before had a litigant made an open assertion of homosexuality’s 
moral goodness, and Kameny thus invented pride as a legal argument against the 
government’s gay purges. Moreover, Kameny v. Brucker initiated a process that 
continued long after the Supreme Court unanimously denied Kameny’s petition. As 
Kameny continued to declare the moral goodness of homosexuals in increasingly 
visible settings, he convinced a growing number of homophile organizations—and 
individual homosexuals—to join his legal crusade and, in the process, to come out of 
the closet. Even if those plaintiffs did not necessarily adopt his moral ideology, they 
 
4 Kameny served on the Executive Board of the NCACLU into the 1980s. See Marilyn T. Welles to 
FEK, June 3, 1980, Box 75, Folder 8, FEK Papers.  
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increased the visibility of a proud, defiant homosexual. Indeed, before Kameny could 
convince them of their morality, he first had to convince them they were healthy. His 
fight against the pathology of homosexuality, therefore, occurred as part of a larger 
effort to achieve morality for the homosexual minority. Across the 1960s, a growing 
number of militants within the homophile movement grasped the revolutionary 
implications of the Kameny Brief in its final iteration before Stonewall, a 
psychological antidote to the homosexual’s self-doubt, eventually articulated as “Gay 
is Good.” 
In attempting to frame the homosexual as moral, the Society turned to the 
performance of respectability. Kameny and his allies enforced their dress code—and 
expelled pornographic magazines from their ranks—because those actions made it 
easier for them, and perhaps even enabled them, to declare their own morality. 
Indeed, in mid-century America, the positive morality of homosexual activity was so 
foreign, so absurd, that the extreme performance of gender norms and sexual 
propriety made the concept more palatable not only for the American public, but also 
for homosexuals themselves. After the trauma of the Dowdy hearings, Kameny 
deployed respectability as a defense mechanism against future claims of immorality, 
and he policed the movement because claims of immorality threatened his larger 
project of pride. But if respectability first enabled those proclamations of morality, the 
two concepts soon became incompatible. The more homosexuals who embraced 
Kameny’s declaration of “Good,” the more some were determined to define “Gay” on 
their own terms. In a decade that increasingly emphasized the individual, if 
homosexuals defined their appearance as part of their homosexual identity, the phrase 
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no longer seemed absolute. The qualifications of respectability invalidated Kameny’s 
claims, and respectability became incompatible with pride. It was this tension that 
ensured the 1969 Reminder Day confrontation and, eventually, the fall of 
respectability within the movement. 
The Mattachine Society of Washington faded into irrelevance, but not because 
of respectability’s decline. Kameny pivoted away from his organization and towards 
the manufacture of security clearance cases for the NCACLU. Eva Freund’s use of 
Guerrilla Theatre, her militant Insider, and the organization’s pro-GLF votes at the 
1969 ERCHO conference demonstrated that Washington’s sole homophile 
organization evolved in the direction of gay liberation, especially after Stonewall. Eva 
Freund left the MSW in late 1969, and when Nancy Tucker’s Gay Blade spun off 
from the Society, Kameny did nothing to rejuvenate his organization. Instead, he 
worked from within the ACLU until 1971, when he endeavored to work within the 
government. That year, he became the first openly gay candidate for Congress. 
Though he lost that election, in 1975, he was appointed as a Human Rights 
Commissioner for the District of Columbia. Thus, though the MSW worked to 
construct a homosexual legal crusade, it also worked to establish homosexual 
authority in politics. In this sense, too, it succeeded.5 
As Gay Liberation came to overshadow the Society’s founder, the astronomer 
took steps to preserve his place in history. In late October 1969, the same week as the 
 
5 For more on Kameny and the MSW between 1969 and 1971, see Eric Cervini, The Deviant’s War: 
The Homosexual vs. the United States of America (New York: Farrar, Straus, & Giroux, forthcoming 
2020). 
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appearance of the TIME cover story on the homosexual, the Washington Post 
published a story on the "Homosexual Revolution." Above the title sat a large 
reproduction of a “Gay is Good" button. Yet in the article, Kameny was nowhere to 
be found. It reported on Stonewall and the successes of the GLF's Village Voice 
picket, which illustrated, "on the one hand, the new openness, and, on the other, the 
new militancy on the part of homosexuals.” As for Washington, though homosexual 
picketing originated in the Capital, "there is as yet no militancy here," wrote the Post. 
"The only publications are the homophile Mattachine Society’s conservative 
newsletter, devoted mainly to court cases, and a nascent mimeographed sheet of 
somewhat the same genre called Gay Blade."6 
Kameny responded a week later. “As the person who coined and originally 
publicized the slogan Gay is Good, I was gratified, indeed, to see it," he began. "The 
immediate present often tends to loom up too large and out of proper perspective, at 
expense of the achievements of the past," wrote Kameny. The picketing 
demonstrations of 1965, which were "passed off so cavalierly and almost 
apologetically by Miss Ross, were, at that not far-distant time in the past, at least as 
novel, as pioneering, as militant, as ‘extreme’ and as indicative of a ‘new openness’ 
as the more recent demonstrations in New York and elsewhere, and, in fact, prepared 
the groundwork without which those more recent demonstrations would have been 
quite impossible and simply would not have occurred.” It was just a minor objection, 
 




he wrote. Everyone in the movement, regardless of their methods, wanted the same 
thing: equality with heterosexuals, "in terms of civil rights, human rights, and basic 
human dignity for homosexuals as homosexuals. Gay IS good !”7 
Here, too, Kameny was guilty of overemphasizing the immediate present. 
Though Kameny—and later, historians—identified the Society’s 1965 picketing 
campaign as a foundational moment for the creation of a militant gay rights 
movement, this dissertation demonstrates that the astronomer made his greatest 
innovation at the beginning of the decade. The Kameny Brief, in its response to the 
American state’s logic of exclusion, spurred a Washington-based movement that 
emphasized the concepts of moral goodness and openness. Though the concepts were 
not always attached to each other—sometimes the openness of the homosexual 
improved while the morality remained static, and vice versa—for the next decade, the 
MSW systematically worked to disseminate those concepts among civil libertarians, 
the general public, and the homosexual minority. 
This dissertation thus calls for a reevaluation of post-Stonewall Gay 
Liberation. It suggests that the Riots prompted not a revolution in ideology, but a 
large-scale realization of the ideals, born from legal argumentation, that had been 
steadily growing within the homophile movement for nearly a decade. Without the 
limiting factor of respectability, a performance of morality which had previously 
constrained the definition of and belief in that same morality, Gay Liberation 
permitted gay pride to grow organically and rapidly on a national scale. 
 
7 FEK to Washington Post, November 3, 1969, Box 129, Folder 1, FEK Papers.  
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This exploration also indicates the importance of the Proud Plaintiff in the rise 
of the Gay Liberation movement and our contemporary conception of gay pride. Just 
as Dale Jennings’s admission of his homosexuality in his 1953 criminal defense 
sparked radical growth in the California-based Mattachine Society, Kameny’s case—
and subsequently, those of Bruce Scott, Dick Schlegel, Donald Crawford, and 
Benning Wentworth—had similar effects on the 1960s homophile movement. The 
Kameny Brief initiated a snowball effect. Because of the astronomer’s unprecedented 
proclamations of pride and his willingness to stand before the federal government, he 
served as a magnet for more potential plaintiffs, who, in turn, inspired others to join 
the legal assault. As more homosexuals became willing to declare their 
homosexuality, and as the media increasingly covered these cases, the stakes of 
coming out—of joining the movement—became lesser. It became easier to imagine 
an entire minority that declared its pride. 
Eva Freund’s deployment of Guerrilla Theatre in early 1969 serves as a 
helpful analogy for understanding the phenomenon. Just as the members of the MSW 
rehearsed their recruitment efforts prior to approaching potential members in gay 
bars, each Proud Plaintiff case served as a rehearsal for pride on a more massive 
scale. When Kameny declared in his brief that homosexuality was morally good, he 
was also performing pride for the government and homosexuals alike. His audience 
was small—only the Supreme Court, his homophile network, and the readers of ONE 
Confidential—but, over time, his audience grew. From within that growing audience, 
an increasing number stood to join him on the stage and, in turn, further increasing 
the audience. Each case enabled not just legal change, but also social change. Each 
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Proud Plaintiff helped alter how homosexuals thought of themselves. Each case was a 
rehearsal of the Stonewall Riots and, ultimately, the gay pride marches that have 
taken place each year thereafter. 
Today, as queer Americans reevaluate their parades of pride in the aftermath 
of a successful legal campaign for gay marriage, they would benefit from 
understanding the origins of pride, a concept that materialized as a legal response to 
the logic underlying the systematic exclusion of homosexuals from the United States 
federal government. Pride, in other words, has always been synonymous with 
resistance. As minority groups--including parts of the LGBT+ community—find 
themselves in legal battles against the American state once again, they must recognize 
how those efforts can affect not just their goals, but also their identities. Indeed, if 
members of an oppressed, increasingly self-conscious minority make an argument 
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